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Abstract

The purpose of this study is to investigate how workplace ostracism influences

employee silence in organizational settings. While organizations strive to promote

inclusive environments, workplace ostracism remains a subtle yet damaging force.

It often causes employees to withdraw, suppress their voices, and disengage them

from workplace interactions. The focus of this research is particularly on the

education sector, where workplace ostracism has been observed to undermine em-

ployee voice and engagement. This study identifies work alienation as a mediating

mechanism through which ostracism leads to silence. Such feelings of isolation

and detachment can hinder open communication and discourage employee en-

gagement. Additionally the study explores the moderating role of self-efficacy in

buffering the effects of workplace ostracism on employee silence. Data was col-

lected using a non-probability sampling technique through online Google Forms.

A total of 271 responses were gathered from teachers in college. The analysis was

conducted using correlation and regression techniques via SPSS and Hayes PRO-

CESS. Results indicate that work alienation, significantly mediates the positive

relationship between workplace ostracism and employee silence. However contrary

to expectations self-efficacy did not significantly moderate the link between work

alienation and employee silence. The study concludes by discussing the implica-

tions for workplace behavior dynamics and also outlining the directions for future

research and its limitations.

Keywords: Workplace Ostracism; Employee Silence; Self-Efficacy; Work

Alienation
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Chapter 1

Introduction

1.1 Background of the Study

Employees are valuable assets to firms and essential for establishing and sustain-

ing a competitive edge in today’s fast-changing business landscape (Castaneda &

Cuellar, 2020). Thus, knowledge sharing necessitates social contact among em-

ployees within the organization; hence, making it essential for individuals to be

proactive and willing to communicate and contribute diverse viewpoints within an

organization (Kim &Wang, 2024). When employees withhold their ideas, perspec-

tives, and knowledge in the workplace, it is referred to as organizational silence

or employee silence (Van Dyne, Ang, & Botero, 2003; Morrison & Milliken, 2000).

Knoll and Van Dick (2013) identified four types of employee silence based on a

bottom-up perspective: acquiescent, quiescent, prosocial, and opportunistic.

Organizational silence can manifest across individual, organizational, and cultural

dimensions (Akar, 2018). While employee silence may occur at personal, interper-

sonal, and broader organizational or societal levels (Chou & Chang, 2020). By

examining the reasons behind and effects of workplace silence, this study brings

attention to a significant workplace issue that, if ignored, could have negative ef-

fects on businesses and their employees. An effective organization depends on its

employees’ willingness to share their thoughts, recommendations, and information

regarding work-related matters (Chamberlin, Newton, & Lepine, 2017; Morrison,

2011).

1
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In particular, earlier research has shown that a range of individual factors, includ-

ing power distance (Lam & Xu, 2019), as well as workplace conditions, including

ostracism, abusive supervision, and organizational justice (Jahanzeb & Fatima,

2018; Kiewitz, Restubog, Shoss, Garcia, & Tang, 2016; Whiteside & Barclay,

2013), systematically predict employee silence. Examining how associations with

different types of employee quiet may differ is expected to promote better conclu-

sions and new discoveries, as different incentives (such as fear or altruism) drive

distinct forms of employee silence (Hao et al., 2022).

Because their opinions enable the company to address issues and make improve-

ments, employees are seen as important sources of information and ideas (Dedahanov,

Lee, & Rhee, 2016). Supervisors might not be aware of issues when workers con-

ceal information (Morrison, 2014). According to Van Dyne et al. (2003), employee

silence refers to the deliberate withholding of viewpoints, worries, pertinent data,

or recommendations about potentially significant organizational issues. Accord-

ing to researchers, an employee’s silence can either hurt or help an organization.

Acquiescent quiet is a disengaged behavior form based on low self-viability and

acquiescence, while defensive silence is a protective behavior form based on fear

(Van Dyne et al., 2003).

Additionally, dynamic responses are what lead to the defensive kind of silence. Ad-

ditionally, employees’ dynamic reactions to external warnings about self-security

culminate in the defensive form of silence. When representatives are deeply disen-

gaged and not actively recognized by the organization, acquiescent silence results

(Pinder & Harlos, 2001). Furthermore, by excluding a range of viewpoints and

opinions, silence can have detrimental effect on decision making (Dedahanov, Ab-

durazzakov, Fayzullaev, & Sun, 2021). Therefore, it is crucial to comprehend the

elements that encourage employee silence in order to reap the benefits of diver-

sity of employee viewpoints and to lower mishaps and corruption in businesses

(Dedahanov et al., 2021). Some of the individuals may choose to remain silent at

work, believing that sharing their insights will not lead to any meaningful change,

particularly when they perceive the environment as unjust (Brislin, 1993; Pinder

& Harlos, 2001). In addition employees might adopt a defensive silence strategy

as a form of self- protection when they fear negative reactions from supervisors in
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response to disclosing information (Van Dyne et al., 2003). Negative experiences

might result in more serious psychological problems, whereas positive relationships

are greatly valued (Yaakobi & Williams, 2016).

One phenomenon that employees experience as a result of lengthy workdays, ag-

gressive conduct, a high task, time wasters, role uncertainty, and disagreement

among coworkers is workplace ostracism (Qi, Cai, Liu, & Feng, 2020). Because it

hinders the attainment of organizational objectives, workplace ostracism is seen as

one form of counterproductive work behavior (M. Li, Xu, & Kwan, 2021). Exclu-

sion from team projects, snubbing, cold-hearted treatment, avoiding eye contact,

ignoring, and outright rejection are all examples of workplace ostracism behaviors

(Elksas, Aziz Mansy, Mohammed Aly, & Elsayed Abdo, 2024).

Workplace ostracism is divided into two primary dimensions: personal effect of

ostracism, which refers to the detrimental effects of ostracism on the employees’

attitudes and behaviors, and ostracism perception, which deals with how employ-

ees perceive and identify ostracism at work (Ferris, Brown, Berry, & Lian, 2008;

Kamboj & Garg, 2022; Manninen, Koponen, Sinervo, & Laulainen, 2024).

The Greek word ostrakon , which means a piece of pottery and is used as a

voting ballot to determine whether to expel someone from the society, is where the

word ”ostracism” comes from. Thus, to be voted out is the origin of ”ostracism”

(Gkorezis & Bellou, 2016). As a result, people have a deep-seated dread of social

group rejection. Ostracism is a difficult and negative experience for employees,

and this perception has sparked research in the problem (Kim & Wang, 2024).

Ostracism at work is a mild form of behavior. Keeping a subordinate out of a group

activity, for instance, would be a more tactful gesture than publicly scolding them

for missing a deadline. Second, there is a lot of uncertainty with ostracism. It

is easy for those who engage in such activity to defend it as harmless, a simple

oversight without any corresponding malice.

Regretfully, companies’ rules of conduct only address threats such workplace ha-

rassment and bullying and it does not consider ostracism to be a crime (Kim &

Wang, 2024). However, little is known about how WO affects employees’ attitudes

and the mechanisms underlying these associations (Lyu & Zhu, 2019). According
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to Haldorai, Kim, Phetvaroon, and Li (2020),ostracism at work results in a drop

in employees’ well-being as well as negative attitudes and behaviors.

The term ”cold violence” is frequently used to describe workplace ostracism, which

occurs in all organizations worldwide and is characterized by people feeling ig-

nored and excluded by others. Even when there is no physical violence involved,

ostracism nevertheless causes pain (Ahmad, Saleem, & Qamar, 2023). The act of

exclusion would be considered an active type of punishment in which the deter-

minant and consequence are named, if the victim were informed that they would

be shunned because of a particular infraction. Because ostracized people are un-

able to express their problems through any kind of social interaction, workplace

ostracism has been found to be more harmful to employees’ well-being (R. Zhang,

Kang, Jiang, & Niu, 2023). A person’s psychological and emotional well-being

is compromised when they lose resources or perceive a threat to their resources

(Legate, Weinstein, & Ryan, 2021). People carry out their professional respon-

sibilities and look for important social connections at work. In fact, victims use

a range of tactics to try to satisfy their demands for belonging. Others however,

might choose to stay away from the ostracizer and look for outside sources to

satisfy their need to fit in.

Employees expect to establish and maintain enduring interpersonal relationships

because they are social beings who naturally want to collaborate with their col-

leagues (Baumeister & Leary, 2017; J. Wu, 2017). Ostracism at work can have

negative effects on employees and organizations, including decreased wellbeing,

subpar productivity, and more destructive conduct (Bedi, 2021a; Sharma & Ra-

jib, 2022). According to its sources, workplace ostracism can be divided into two

categories: coworker ostracism and supervisor ostracism (Ferris et al., 2008; Hitlan

& Noel, 2009; Zhao & Xia, 2017). According to Jahanzeb and Fatima (2018), col-

league ostracism is the degree to which ostracized people are ignored or excluded

by their peers, whereas supervisor ostracism is the degree to which ostracized

people are ignored or excluded by their supervisors.

Employees who have been rejected feel more emotionally burdened (Smart Rich-

man & Leary, 2009). Surveys on workplace ostracism have mostly been carried

out in Asian nations, where individuals place a greater emphasis on collectivistic
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ideals such cordial interpersonal interactions (Yaakobi & Weisberg, 2020). Al-

though it has been suggested that workplace exclusion causes interpersonal stress

(Jahanzeb & Fatima, 2017), academics has rarely looked at workplace exclusion

from a stress perspective in a developing nation (Chung, 2018). Pakistani culture

is considered as a society with the strong rule orientation and the support for

large differences in authority and income due to its comparatively high levels of

power distance, collectivism, and uncertainty avoidance (Hofstede, 2001). In this

cultural paradigm, workers may tolerate or absorb any frustration brought on be-

cause of mistreatment at work without taking hostile or retaliatory action against

the company or their supervisor, and they may stay in their current position if

there aren’t many job opportunities.

A tense mental and emotional state could arise from enduring workplace abuse

without displaying any overt reaction (Sarwar, Abdullah, Sarfraz, & Imran, 2019).

There is a lack of theoretical viewpoint about the perception of employees and the

particular combination of ostracism kinds, as well as the employee’s needs (which

include relational and efficacy needs) and emotional, psychological, and behavioral

responses (Nasir, Nasir, Khan, Khan, & Akyürek, 2024). Recent research has at-

tempted to clarify the detrimental effects of mistreatment on workers’ physical and

emotional well-being (Harnois & Bastos, 2018), interpersonal deviance (Jahanzeb

& Fatima, 2017), and other aspects of their lives.

Since ”it may be necessary to develop interventions that can preemptively address

ostracism that may occur to these people,” it is crucial to comprehend the role that

individual differences play in how people interpret and respond to the ostracism

in the workplace (Bedi, 2021a; Howard, Cogswell, & Smith, 2020). Furthermore

it negatively affects workers’ self-esteem, self-control, and sense of belonging to

others (Yang & Xia, 2023). In the workplace settings employees often choose to

either pursue or withdraw from efforts to engage and persevere when encountering

challenges such as exclusion by supervisors or colleagues. These responses are

shaped by the specific demands they face (Y. Zhu & Zhang, 2021).

Furthermore, it is a type of passive mistreatment that produces negative feelings,

attitudes, and behaviors. It also impairs one’s capacity to establish and main-

tain solid interpersonal relationships with others, maintain a positive reputation
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at work, and advance and succeed in their career (Ibrahim & Olaleye, 2025).

The literature on employee silence was reviewed, and it was found that although

workplace ostracism is important and has been shown to have a negative effect

on organizations (Ferris et al., 2008), The previous researches have shown that

ostracism affects employee silence (Jahanzeb, Bouckenooghe, & Mushtaq, 2021;

Sahabuddin et al., 2021).

Although, recent literature which is now in publication makes obvious the numer-

ous detrimental effects of the workplace ostracism (Howard et al., 2020; L. B. Singh

& Srivastava, 2021). Little attention has been paid to the mediation function of

work alienation and its relationship to employee silence. Negative experiences can

result in deeper psychological problems, while positive relationships are greatly

valued (Yaakobi & Williams, 2016). Nevertheless, there is limited understanding

of the underlying mechanisms which explain that how workplace ostracism influ-

ences employees’ attitudes (Lyu & Zhu, 2019). Moreover, while prior studies have

largely focused on the outcomes of being excluded at work, there remains a gap

in identifying the factors that might amplify or reduce the impact of workplace

ostracism on job performance (Peng & Zeng, 2017).

It is anticipated that ostracism will hinder employees’ capacity to participate fully

in their work because it has a number of negative emotional and cognitive repercus-

sions. Due to a lack of a strong legal framework, workers in developing nations’ ser-

vice sectors also experience ostracism and other forms of workplace abuse (Sarfraz

et al., 2019). According to (N. Li & Yang, 2023), workplace ostracism is the preva-

lent interpersonal issue in companies which prioritize ”subtlety” and ”invisibility.”

According to academics, work alienation is a crucial idea for comprehending how

work affects workers and ought to be a major focus of hrm (Conway, Monks, Fu,

Alfes, & Bailey, 2020).

Alienation has come to represent a broad concept encompassing various forms

of human unhappiness, to the extent that it has fostered a perception of being

unchangeable claims (Musto, 2021). Even while it is well acknowledged that job

alienation is a form of personal estrangement from one’s surroundings, there isn’t

a common understanding of its causes, goals, or solutions, particularly in man-

agement studies (M. Liu, Liu, Muskat, Leung, & Liu, 2024). Three aspects of



Introduction 7

work alienation are as follows: self-estrangement, which keeps employees from us-

ing their jobs as a platform to reach their full potential and instead uses them

as a means of satisfying only external requirements like rewards; meaninglessness,

which refers as the lack of compatibility between requirements of the work role

and employees’ beliefs, values, and behaviors; and powerlessness, which refers to

the lack of independence, which involves limited freedom for employees to control

their work activities (Amarat, Akbolat, Ünal, & Güneş Karakaya, 2019; Durrah,

2020; Ozer, Uğurluoğlu, Saygılı, & Sonğur, 2019). So, the concept of alienation in

management studies frequently refers to a contradiction that people encounter at

work, where two seemingly independent but interdependent entities—such as one-

self and counterparts like their job, social circle, or coworkers—cannot always be in

harmonious alignment (Huising, 2019; L. Tummers, Bekkers, & Steijn, 2009). Ac-

cording to Marx, work alienation is a fragmented form of estrangement that begins

with one’s labor and work process, spreads to social interactions, and eventually

impacts one’s true self (M. Liu et al., 2024).

Because of their complicated perspective, humans are the most complex aspect in

an organization and can make or break it (Valikhani & Zamani, 2019). Therefore,

psychological traits of employees, work pressure, work alienation, and unfairness

pose the biggest threat to an organization’s human resources (Schaufeli & Bakker,

2004). The workers might feel more stressed out at work (Durrah, 2020). Work-

places are locations that adhere to certain rules that are considered appropriate in

a given community (Di Marco, Mart́ınez-Corts, Arenas, & Gamero, 2018). Unfor-

tunately, it is one of the ignored areas in the literature, particularly in poor coun-

tries, where it may be a key factor in determining employees’ unfavorable mental

states at work, which could lead to dangerous behaviors. Mistreatment occurs

when employees encounter verbal abuse, impolite or indecent behavior, or an un-

just workload (Abubakar, Yazdian, & Behravesh, 2018; McCord, Joseph, Dhanani,

& Beus, 2018). Work alienation has become a prevalent and concerning trend in

today’s digitalized, globalized, and competitive workplaces, influencing the story

of employee experiences in a variety of industries (Bauwens, Audenaert, Huisman,

& Decramer, 2019; S. Singh & Randhawa, 2018). However, many modern work-

ers still experience alienation from their jobs, coworkers, organizations, or even
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themselves (Mohapatra, Madan, & Srivastava, 2023; S. Singh & Randhawa, 2018;

Usman, Ali, Mughal, & Agyemang-Mintah, 2021), despite organizations’ efforts

to implement various organizational interventions to improve workers’ wellbeing

(Roodbari, Ogbonnaya, Olya, Vatankhah, & Gyensare, 2025). This phenomenon

is referred to as alienation at work or job alienation. Nonetheless, studies on labor

alienation in modern workplaces are conducted all over the world, and many con-

tend that the sense of exploitation is fundamentally unchanged from the factories

of Marx’s day (Fuchs, 2022).

In today’s intensely competitive work environment ostracism remains a signifi-

cant issue that triggers adverse emotional, psychological, and behavioral responses

among employees (D. Dash, Farooq, & Upadhyay, 2023). Workplace ostracism can

be divided into two categories, according to (Wang, Lu, Wu, & Luo, 2023): co-

worker ostracism (ostracism by coworkers/colleagues) and supervisor ostracism

(ostracism by supervisor). Regardless of the kind, ostracized workers continue to

be frustrated, and their unmet requirements for social connections and a powerful

existence have a negative impact on the productivity of the company (Nasir et

al., 2024). To thrive in the current competitive period, organizations require a

motivated and stimulated staff (Khan et al., 2019; Nasir et al., 2024). Whether

intentional or not, the power dynamics between the actor and victim shift when

someone is ostracized (Fiset, Al Hajj, & Vongas, 2017).

Managers have not been adequately informed by literature regarding the detri-

mental effects of work alienation, which is defined as ”the extent to which a per-

son is estranged from work, the work context, and the self” (Hirschfeld & Feild,

2000). A psychological condition known as ”work alienation” occurs when work-

ers feel cut off from their jobs because their working conditions do not satisfy

their demands. Low-quality interpersonal interactions and work that does not

allow for self-expression are likely to cause emotions of work alienation among

employees who encounter workplace ostracism, according to prior study (Nair

and Vohra 2010). Reduced work resources, such as interpersonal and knowledge-

acquisition resources, will lead to unproductive work behavior and decreased work

satisfaction (Samma, Zhao, Rasool, Han, & Ali, 2020). Furthermore, individual

differences determine how workplace exclusion affects job results (Howard et al.,
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2020). Therefore, the relationship between the two may be mediated by work alien-

ation. Despite the fact that research has shown how workplace exclusion affects

work alienation (Amarat et al., 2019). Nonetheless, studies on labor alienation

in modern workplaces are conducted all over the world, and many contend that

the sense of exploitation is fundamentally unchanged from the factories of Marx’s

day (Fuchs, 2022). Employees who experience alienation may also feel helpless

and unmotivated to voice their thoughts and recommendations on the companies.

They could therefore be reluctant to speak up or provide comments pertaining to

their jobs (R. Dong, Yu, Ni, & Hu, 2023).

This study also investigates how self-efficacy may act as the moderator to erase the

detrimental impacts of workplace exclusion on employee silence. Employees’ sense

of efficacy and their need for positive relationships are linked to greater persistence

and dedication in accomplishing job tasks, influencing a range of behavioral, psy-

chological, and emotional outcomes (Jiang & Zhang, 2021; Howard et al., 2020;

J. Wu, 2017; Yagil, Medler-Liraz, & Bichachi, 2023). The incentive and disin-

centive potential of result expectations are also influenced by perceived efficacy.

The results people expect are mostly determined by their perceptions of their own

performance in particular circumstances. When people expect themselves to do

well, they expect positive consequences; when they expect themselves to perform

poorly, they expect bad outcomes. Those who question their talents tend to slack

up, quit up, or settle for subpar solutions when confronted with challenges, set-

backs, and failures. People who are confident in their talents work even harder to

overcome obstacles (Bandura, 2023).

According to Dedahanov, Rhee, and Gapurjanova (2019); Gibson (2001), the indi-

viduals with strong work related self-efficacy—meaning they believe in their ability

to carry out specific tasks effectively in given situations are more likely to see task

completion as a form of achievement and personal reward. Consequently, they are

more inclined to adopt behaviors proactive in nature, such as voicing their opin-

ions and suggestions to enhance organizational performance. In contrast, those

driven by fear are more likely to expect threats or negative consequences from

their environment. Consequently, we think that defensive silence is a common

avoidance technique used by fearful people (Dedahanov et al., 2021).
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Self-efficacy, which characterizes the person’s confidence in his capacity to com-

plete the task, is a crucial psychological quality (Bandura, 1982).

A high self-efficacy score indicates a strong judgmental process for carrying out a

plan of action to complete a task (Mukta, Ahmad, Zaman, & Islam, 2024).

According to (Bhatti, Hussain, Santoro, & Culasso, 2023), an employee’s relational

needs (self-esteem and belongingness) and efficacy needs (power and meaningful-

ness) are negatively impacted by being shunned at work. Relational needs and

employee efficacy are the most common human support mechanisms (Sharma &

Rajib, 2022).

In light of the preceding discussion, it is clear that workplace ostracism is the

substantial stressor in the workplace that can have negative psychological and

behavioral effects for employees. Employee silence is one of the most common

consequences of ostracism, in which people refrain from voicing their opinions,

problems, or suggestions out of fear of being excluded.

Work alienation plays an important mediating role in this relationship, as alien-

ated employees frequently feel helpless, useless, and disconnected from their work,

strengthening their tendency to remain silent.

Additionally, self-efficacy may operate as a mitigating factor, affecting how much

alienation results in quiet. Higher self-efficacy workers might be more able to han-

dle rejection and stay involved, whereas lower self-efficacy workers might be more

vulnerable to quiet and alienation. It is crucial to thoroughly investigate these

links because of the negative effects that these factors have on both organizational

effectiveness and human well-being.

The purpose of this study is to evaluate the moderating effect of self-efficacy while

examining the mediating function of work alienation between employee silence

and workplace ostracism. By doing this, it will add to the corpus of information

already in existence and offer organizations guidance on how to create inclusive

and open work environments.
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1.2 Gap Analysis

Although previous research has found a significant link between workplace os-

tracism & unfavorable employee outcomes, major gaps remain in our understand-

ing of how and why these impacts materialize, notably in terms of employee silence.

Much of the existing literature has concentrated on direct repercussions of the

workplace ostracism frequently ignoring the underlying psychological mechanisms

that convert ostracism into later withdrawal behaviors.

Current frameworks demonstrate that unfavorable workplace dynamics, such as

ostracism, can act as critical triggers during the latent phase, but the transition to

full-blown alienation and subsequent silent behaviors is unknown (J. Liu, Carmi-

nati, & Wilderom, 2025). The precise process by which workplace ostracism cat-

alyzes the transition from latent feelings of disconnection to overt silence is largely

unknown.

Existing frameworks suggest that adverse social experiences, such as workplace

ostracism, may be critical antecedents during the early stages of alienation; how-

ever, the developmental pathway leading from these early experiences to behavioral

manifestations such as employee silence has yet to be clearly articulated. Accord-

ing to H. Liu and Xia (2016), there is a dire requirement for further investigation

into the internal psychological mechanisms that link workplace ostracism and si-

lence. Furthermore, M. Li et al. (2021) underline the importance of uncovering

other mediators in this association, implying that work alienation could be a key

mechanism deserving of empirical inquiry.

In line with previous scholarly recommendations (Nair & Vohra, 2010), this study

aims to broaden theoretical understanding by assuming work alienation as the

mediator between workplace ostracism and employee silence. By addressing this

mediating pathway, the study not only addresses existing research needs, but also

aims to create a more complex and comprehensive account of how workplace mal-

treatment progresses into silent behavior. Furthermore, while previous research

has identified self-efficacy as an important individual resource capable of mitigat-

ing unpleasant workplace experiences (Sarwar et al., 2019), its moderating effect

in the ostracism-silence link has received less attention. Although self-efficacy
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has been shown to reduce stress and other negative psychological effects, little is

known about how it affects the translation of ostracism into silence. Sharma and

Rajib (2022) emphasize this gap by urging for research into the border conditions

that may enhance or erase the negative impacts of the workplace ostracism.

Self-efficacy was chosen as the moderator in this study instead of other potential

buffers such as emotional intelligence Qureshi, Sarwat, Ali, and Afridi (2020),

resilience Chang, Huang, Wang, and Yang (2025), or perceived organizational

support Sarfraz et al. (2019). These alternatives are generally associated with

emotional regulation or external support, while self-efficacy reflects an internal

belief in one’s ability to take effective action. Its value is both theoretical and

practical, as it can be developed through organizational strategies such as training,

coaching, and leadership development, making it a useful resource for intervention.

In this model, self-efficacy is positioned as a moderator on the direct path between

workplace ostracism and employee silence, as it is more relevant to behavioral

outcomes. Although the model incorporates an indirect pathway involving work

alienation, self-efficacy was deemed more fitting as a moderator at the behavioral

stage, where employees make the choice to voice their concerns or stay silent.This

placement offers meaningful insights into how personal agency influences employee

responses to workplace exclusion.

This study fills crucial theoretical and empirical gaps by including work alienation

as a mediator and self-efficacy as a moderator into a unified framework. Fur-

thermore, by situating the study in a previously unexplored context, it provides

the fresh perspectives on the complex interactions involved in workplace exclusion

and its implications, contributing to both theoretical advancement and practical

organizational strategies aimed at fostering healthier workplaces.

1.3 Problem Statement

Workplace ostracism, though often subtle, is a powerful form of social exclusion in

which individuals are intentionally left out or ignored by colleagues or supervisors.

It has gained recognition as a serious organizational stressor that can significantly

affect both employee mental health and overall workplace dynamics. In academic
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environments—where collaboration, intellectual sharing, and community are cen-

tral—ostracism can have particularly harmful effects.

Whether real or perceived, being excluded from professional or social interactions

can strain interpersonal connections and contribute to a work atmosphere that

feels hostile and psychologically unsafe. Those who face such exclusion often en-

dure emotional strain, decreased self-esteem, and a growing sense of isolation. To

protect themselves, many may choose to remain silent, refraining from expressing

their opinions, sharing ideas, or raising concerns out of fear of further exclusion.

While silence may seem like a protective response, it can hinder personal develop-

ment and slow down institutional growth. Research has shown that ostracism in

the workplace is linked to a range of negative outcomes, such as limited commu-

nication, reduced creativity, lower job satisfaction, and employee disengagement.

These effects are especially damaging in academic institutions, where innovation,

critical thinking, and open dialogue are vital to achieving educational goals.

When ignored, workplace ostracism can deteriorate employee well-being and weaken

the institution’s ability to maintain a positive, high-functioning academic environ-

ment.

1.4 Research Question

This study centers around the following key research questions:

Question 01:

• Does workplace ostracism influence employee silence?

Question 02:

• Does Work Alienation mediate the relationship between Workplace Ostracism

and Employee Silence?

Question 03:

• Does Self Efficacy moderates the relationship Workplace Ostracism and Em-

ployee Silence?
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1.5 Research Objectives

This research explores how workplace ostracism is connected to workplace os-

tracism and employee silence within educational institutions, focusing on how

social exclusion influences employees’ tendency to withhold valuable input. It

proposes work alienation as a mediator that deepens this link, suggesting that

alienation may drive employees further into silence. Additionally, self-efficacy is

examined as a moderating factor that could potentially mitigate ostracism’s im-

pact on silence. These are the specific objectives of the study, as illustrated in the

research model:

1. To examine the impact of Workplace Ostracism on Employee Silence.

2. To examine the mediating role of Work Alienation between Workplace Os-

tracism and Employee Silence.

3. To find out the moderating relationship of Self Efficacy between Workplace

Ostracism and Employee Silence.

1.6 Significance of the Study

This study holds substantial theoretical and practical significance in understand-

ing workplace ostracism’s impact on employee silence, particularly in educational

settings. From a theoretical perspective, the research addresses critical gaps by

exploring the mediating role of work alienation and the moderating effect of self-

efficacy. Previous studies have largely overlooked the internal mechanisms and

contextual dynamics connecting workplace ostracism to employee silence. This is

especially significant given that work alienation is being used for the first time as a

mediator and self-efficacy as a protective factor against the adverse outcomes of os-

tracism. The research also holds practical importance for educational institutions,

including schools and universities in both public and private sectors. Workplace

ostracism not only undermines employees’ well-being but also impairs organiza-

tional effectiveness by fostering a culture of silence. The organizational culture

of Pakistan is characterized by hierarchical structures and high power distance.

In such environments, behaviors like workplace ostracism may be more pervasive
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and less openly challenged, making it a critical area of study. Investigating these

dynamics within public and private educational institutions further enhances the

study’s relevance and originality.

1.7 Supporting Theory

This study is based on Hobfoll (1989) conservation of resource theory, which is

an important paradigm for understanding how people respond to adversity, par-

ticularly in the workplace. According to the notion, people attempt to maintain,

defend, and develop valued resources, which can include personal characteristics,

social relationships, or material goods (Hobfoll, Halbesleben, Neveu, & Westman,

2018).

A major assumption of COR theory is that the effects of losing resources are more

substantial than those of gaining them. It goes on to explain that stress arises

when resources are endangered, lost, or poorly replaced following a significant

exertion. When resources are threatened or running low in an organizational

setting, people may use coping strategies to preserve what they have left. The

concepts of resource investment and resource loss spirals found in COR theory are

especially pertinent to comprehending workplace dynamics (Ahmad et al., 2023).

It also emphasizes resource loss spirals, in which the depletion of one resource

leads to more losses, and resource investment, in which individuals invest their

resources to defend against future losses or acquire new resources.

The COR hypothesis based on the idea that individuals want to acquire, preserve,

nurture, and protect the resources they consider most valuable. These valuable

personal resources typically include physical health, emotional wellbeing, family

relationships, self-esteem, a sense of belonging, and a meaningful life purpose. An

individual’s level of these resources is often shaped by their feelings of social inclu-

sion, perceived control, self-esteem, and life significance. When these essential re-

sources are threatened it can trigger stress responses or affiliative behaviors aimed

at coping, such as the ”tend-and-befriend” response (Williams, 2009; Hobfoll et

al., 2018). According to the (COR) theory, having access to internal strengths

and external support system,such as confidence and self-regulation can help as
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a cushion to the adverse impact of resource loss, which otherwise might hinder

performance (Sarwar et al., 2019).

According to Hobfoll (1989), workplace ostracism can be viewed as the significant

stressor which threatens the essential resources, which employees require. The

COR Theory, introduced by Hobfoll explains stress as the motivational process

where individuals aim to retain, protect, and acquire valuable resources. When

employees experience exclusion at work, it can lead to the draining in their mental

and emotional resources (Shafique, Qammar, Kalyar, Ahmad, & Mushtaq, 2020).

When employees are subjected to workplace ostracism, they lose resources, which

have a detrimental impact on their urge to belong. Then they start saving personal

resources by neglecting, say, a colleague’s request for assistance or the demands of

clients and patients. Considering its perspective, COR theory Hobfoll (1989, 2011)

suggests that employees who experience ostracism tend to engage in self-avoidant

strategies, such as employee silence, to safeguard their remaining resources and

reduce psychological distress. We formally propose that Conservation of Resources

(COR) theory Hobfoll (1989) serves as a suitable foundation for our theoretical

framework on WO which is both psychologically taxing and physically difficult.

Such bad experiences induce counterproductive behaviors among the employees

increase the risk of undergoing silence.

Furthermore, based on the COR, it is reasonable to believe that frequent ostracism

exhausts the employee as a result of being ignored by coworkers. Workplace os-

tracism has been linked with a reduction in employees’ sense of connection to

their organization (C.-H. Wu, Liu, Kwan, & Lee, 2016), heightened levels of psy-

chological stress (Yaakobi & Williams, 2016) and an increase in counterproductive

behaviors within the workplace (Ferris et al., 2008). Conceptual articles argued

that high power distance cultures may influence employees’ willingness to commu-

nicate or holdback their opinions (Morrison, 2014).

Ostracism prevents individuals from interacting with one another and impedes

meaningful partnerships in the workplace, impairing human functioning (Ahmad

et al., 2023). As a result, the effects of ostracism begin to penetrate into persons’

psychological and pragmatic behavioral functioning.It is generally assumed that

those individuals with limited resources are more prone to loss of valuable assets
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.According to Halbesleben, Neveu, Paustian-Underdahl, andWestman (2014) early

depletion of resources lead to subsequent resource losses (loss spirals). This view-

point is consistent with COR, claiming that when an individual has the chronic

exposure to workplace ostracism it depletes an individual’s resources. It may even-

tually results in workplace alienation (Williams, 2007). Given that work alienation

is not a positive condition in which those resources that are needed to perform

tasks get depleted (S. Li & Chen, 2018). So, alienated employees frequently find

themselves trapped in a downward spiral, where they consistently experience the

erosion of personal resources particularly the emotional ones, which ultimately

leads to further decline and eventually they stop voicing their opinions.

The second core tenet of the conservation of resources theory implies that individ-

uals need to allocate their existing resources to prevent further depletion recover

from what has been lost, and acquire additional resources. This includes not only

the direct replacement of resources but also indirect investments, such as enhancing

employees’ capabilities to navigate a challenging work environment. In the latter

circumstance, skills and confidence resources are strengthened to compensate for

the loss of prospective revenue if gains are not obtained (Hobfoll et al., 2018). He

defined resources to include ”those objects, personal characteristics, conditions, or

energies that are valued by the individual or that serve as a means for attainment

of these objects, personal characteristics, conditions, or energies” (Hobfoll, 1989).

While resources come in many different forms, some examples include energy, cog-

nitive ability, self-esteem, self-efficacy, and intelligence. Individuals benefit from

resources because they can be used to battle stressful conditions and to protect

against future resource depletion (Wayne et al., 2017).

As a result, self-efficacy is an important personal resource that can assist to lessen

the impacts of resource loss caused by ostracism (Hobfoll & Shirom, 2000). Hobfoll

(1989) COR theory emphasizes the importance of psychological resources such as

self-efficacy in total resource management and maintenance. Employees with high

self-efficacy are better positioned to gain resources, whereas those with low or no

self-efficacy are more likely to lose resources (Hobfoll, 2001). The psychosocial

resources, when coupled with past successful experiences proven to enhance other

essential personal resources like inner confidence, self-value, and self-discipline
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(Bandura, 1986). Employees that are self-efficacious can exert personal control

over their own performance and overcome hurdles (Chan et al., 2017).

Those employees that have stronger self-efficacy are better able to deal with os-

tracism. They view it as a transitory difficulty rather than a reflection of their

quality. Those with poor self-efficacy, on the other hand, are more susceptible to

resource loss spirals, which aggravate feelings of alienation and silence, limiting

involvement with the organization.



Chapter 2

Literature Review

2.1 Workplace Ostracism and Employee Silence

Workplace ostracism is the degree to which an employee perceives that they are

ignored or excluded by others at work (Ferris et al., 2008), as well as ”when

an individual or group omits to take actions that engage another organizational

member when it is socially acceptable to do so” (Robinson, O’Reilly, & Wang,

2013). Authors that use perceptual definitions are typically centered on the vic-

tim emphasize the individual’s experience, while those definitions that are based

on behavior tend to focus on the environment or the actions of the perpetrator

(Jahanzeb & Fatima, 2018; Fatima, Ilyas, Rehman, & Imran, 2017; Quade, Green-

baum, & Mawritz, 2019). The results of ostracism are mostly determined by the

perception of ostracism (Horward et al, 2020).

Literature on workplace ostracism has a fragmented body of information due to the

rapid emergence of multiple study lines. Within the dominant stream, researchers

examine the consequences of ostracism by concentrating on the victim or target

(Ferris et al., 2008). These researchers’ main concerns include the psychological

damage experienced by victims, and their likelihood of engaging in retaliatory or

responsive actions (Williams, 2007). Workplace ostracism have been identified

as a major contributor to personal difficulties in employees leading to increased

psychological stress and diminished self-esteem (Eickholt & Goodboy, 2017).

19
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In recent years scholars have begun utilizing comprehensive theoretical models to

explore the causes and the consequences of the workplace ostracism even though

many studies priorly have focused on explaining either its antecedents or its effects

separately (Ferris, Chen, & Lim, 2017). People may not suffer many bad effects

from ostracism if they are not aware that they are being shunned, but they may

suffer numerous unfavorable effects if they believe they are being shunned even

when there isn’t any genuine ostracism (Howard et al., 2020). According to earlier

writers, ostracism at work might be considered both rudeness and abuse (Ferris

et al., 2017). Another low-intensity action that meets the definition of incivility is

workplace ostracism, which breaches standards and usually has an unclear motive.

But not every instance of rudeness and maltreatment qualifies as ostracism. For

instance, gossiping about someone is a form of rudeness but not always ostracism,

while physical attack by a colleague considered as inappropriate behavior but

it does not necessarily qualify as ostracism. Various personalities have varying

effects on extraverted people, for example, are socially conscious and inclined to

cherish their social ties, which may lead them to refrain from actions that could

lead to exclusion. People that are agreeable are generally more compliant and

less prone to start arguments that could lead to rejection. Conscientious people

focus on their responsibilities and work hard. These people are less prone to get

engage in undesirable behaviors that interfere with productivity and further lead

to ostracism. Accordingly, it is thought that conscientiousness, agreeableness,

and extraversion all have a strong and unfavorable relationship with workplace

ostracism (Howard et al., 2020).

Social networks of employees can either prevent them or reinforce their perception

as a victim, and ostracism at work usually seen to be adversely correlated with

perceived social support.Ostracism is generally thought to have detrimental effects

on individuals and organizations, such as a positive correlation with deviant be-

haviors and employee silence (Howard et al., 2020). However, some of the authors

also have found the potential benefits of workplace ostracism in specific situations

where they display prosocial behaviors (E. Xu, Huang, & Robinson, 2017).

Some individuals are prone to feel hurt and have unfavorable opinions about other

people and the organization when they perceive themselves ostracized (Mao, Liu,
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Jiang, & Zhang, 2018). Ostracism at work may result in prosocial or antisocial con-

duct (Mao et al., 2018). The workplace ostracism can lead to negative reciprocity,

which is consistent with the ”eye for an eye” concept. As a result, ostracism is

associated with adverse reactions, such as misconduct (Greco, Whitson, O’Boyle,

Wang, & Kim, 2019). According to H. Liu and Xia (2016), the repercussions of

the ostracism at work can extend beyond the workplace and have a ripple effect

on the family.

Ostracism at work is dangerous because it prevents people from interacting with

others and forming social bonds (E. Xu et al., 2017). In addition to causing a

number of unpleasant effects like pain, anxiety, and depressed moods, ostracism

disrupts the basic human need for consistent, stable, and good interaction with

other people (Mao et al., 2018). Ostracism at work is a stressor that tends to

drain victims’ social and psychological reserves (H. Zhu, Lyu, Deng, & Ye, 2017).

Because the workplace ostracism poses a challenge to an individual’s fundamen-

tal psychological need , it is negatively correlated with employees’ work attitudes

(Bedi, 2021a). Since ostracism at work is an unpleasant and dangerous experi-

ence, it is strongly correlated with dysfunctional and bad work outcomes such

elevated deviance and undermining. People who are ostracized are unable to en-

gage with others and form beneficial social relationships when they are disregarded

and shunned by others. Because social ties are required for accessing information

and resources at work, ostracism might impede the ability of an individual to

create relationships and achieve job performance expectations (Bedi, 2021b).

Workplace ostracism is described as ”the extent to which an individual perceives

that he or she is ignored or excluded by others” (Ferris et al., 2008). When em-

ployees fail to establish and sustain strong meaningful ties with colleagues, it can

put their interdependent relationships at risk (Kwan et al., 2018).The workplace

ostracism has been defined by (Mao et al., 2018) as a form of social isolation, re-

fusal to accept, relational abuse, and societal erasure, with unpleasant and painful

psychological and physical consequences. Experiencing this can be emotionally

draining (Mao et al., 2018).

A person’s sense of belonging either strengthens or weakens their belief that other

people are concerned about them and want the best for them. Positive emotions
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are experienced by people when their desire to belong is met, whereas unpleasant

feelings might result from deprivation of this need. Numerous detrimental behav-

ioral, psychological, and social effects, such as mental illness and a propensity for

criminal activity, can be explained by a lack of belonging. People who feel like

they belong are more perceptive and receptive to the needs of others (Haldorai et

al., 2020). People act differently toward people they feel like they belong with.

Employee contribution and work engagement are negatively impacted by WO,

which also lowers job attitude (Haldorai et al., 2020). It has a detrimental effect

on workers’ physical and emotional health (Park & Ono, 2017). Ostracism has a

detrimental impact on people’s sense of belonging, which in turn influences their

performance at work. According to Haldorai et al. (2020), when subordinates ex-

perience ostracization from their bosses, they become less devoted to them, gossip

negatively about them, and feel less empowered (Chou & Chang, 2020). Surveys

on workplace ostracism have mostly been carried out in Asian nations, where in-

dividuals prioritize collectivistic ideals such cordial interpersonal ties (Yaakobi,

2022). Because it causes more stress and loneliness, being shunned at work may

improve health conditions (Gou et al., 2021).

Since we believe that every person values their work, we presume that success at

work is also significant (Manninen et al., 2024). Employees are less likely to feel

the need to compete to keep their position and status in their community when

they receive equitable treatment (Manninen et al., 2024). Wesselmann, Wirth,

Pryor, Reeder, and Williams (2013) found that because they were already used

to being ignored, people who typically felt lonely did not suffer rejection to the

same extent as people who did not feel lonely. Loneliness and the WO can cause

psychological harm to the employees, and significantly diminish their level of job

satisfaction (Uslu, 2021). When individuals face workplace ostracism, they will

have negative reciprocal psychological response toward organizations. Individ-

uals may respond with subtle forms of retaliation toward organizations as this

approach helps them avoid direct confrontations or interpersonal conflicts. Work-

place ostracism presents a distinct challenge to an employee’s ability to preserve

their social image or ”face” (M. Liu et al., 2024). According to prior research,

WO involves behaviors where multiple coworkers deliberately exclude or ignore a
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particular employee, highlighting a dynamic rooted in ”individual-to-individual”

interactions (Ferris et al., 2008).

Coworker ostracism refers to the degree to which individuals who experience os-

tracism are excluded by their peers, whereas supervisor ostracism is the degree to

which ostracized persons are ignored or excluded by the supervisor(s) (Jahanzeb

& Fatima, 2018). Thus, we propose that helping behavior is adversely affected by

coworker ostracism, a classic kind of interpersonal abuse (Howard et al., 2020). Be-

ing shunned by colleagues lowers a person’s emotional ties with others (L. Z. Wu,

Yim, Kwan, & Zhang, 2012) and indicates that they are not seen by others as

an acceptable part of the group deserving of respect (Robinson et al., 2013). Ac-

cording to Bedi (2021a) and (Howard et al., 2020), it is crucial to comprehend

the role that individual differences play in how people perceive and respond to

workplace ostracism because ”it may be necessary to develop interventions that

can preemptively address ostracism targeting those individuals” (Howard et al.,

2020). However, prior research has typically use as a controlling factor instead of

a study variable (Howard et al., 2020).

It should come as no surprise that those who shun others express feelings of power,

whereas those who are shunned express feelings of helplessness (Fiset et al., 2017).

Therefore, being shunned at work would make it more difficult for the person to

use organizational resources. The ability to access these resources, which can be

financial, psychological, or informational, depends on belonging to the ”right net-

work.” As a result, the ostracized person would be feeling less powerful, and this

could be one of the ways that ostracism is linked to prosocial behavior (Fiset et

al., 2017). Ostracism is distinguished from other incivility behaviors like bully-

ing and abuse that result in subsequent cycles of rude and retaliatory actions by

the prosocial responses of those who are shunned (Ferris et al., 2017). Addition-

ally, victims of employment exclusion may choose to seek assistance elsewhere.

Another way ostracizees restore thwarted demands and limited authority in the

workplace is through antisocial responses, which are a component of counterpro-

ductive work habits (Fiset et al., 2017). Even though these definitions highlight

certain behaviors that fall under the concept of ostracism, it would be beneficial

to have a definition that captures and clarifies the fundamental trait shared by
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all of these behavior. What common features such as isolating, avoiding, over-

looking, and share that warrant grouping them under the overarching concept of

”ostracism” (Ibrahim & Olaleye, 2025). Other types of interpersonal psychological

neglect, which reflect the ”darker” aspect of organizational conduct, are linked to

workplace ostracism (Leung et al., 2011). Additionally, it encourages people to

avoid confrontations and seek acceptability from their peers. Some people have

a strong desire to fit in therefore when they are ignored, they are still driven to

make change for any wrongdoing and find a coping mechanism to fit in.

There are several reasons why employees choose to keep silent. First, studies have

shown that some of the individuals withhold valuable input out of a sense of help-

lessness or resignation, feeling that their contributions will not lead to any mean-

ingful change. This behavior is commonly known as acquiescent silence (Pinder

& Harlos, 2001). In this instance, employees believe they do not make a differ-

ence and are consequently unwilling to make aggressive efforts to provide ideas

or proposals (Van Dyne et al., 2003). Employees may also purposefully withhold

relevant ideas in order to protect themselves, thinking that speaking up will put

them personally at risk. This process is known as the quiescent or defensive silence

(Pinder & Harlos, 2001; Van Dyne et al., 2003). Defensive or the quiescent silence

is the action used to protect the individual engaged from external hazards. Subse-

quent stud revealed that employees might remain silent at work for self-interested

goals. A third sort of silence is prosocial silence, which entails hiding work-related

ideas, information, or opinions in order to helping other individuals or organiza-

tions based on the drives of cooperation (Van Dyne et al., 2003). Unlike other

forms of silence, prosocial silence is more complex, as it can lead to both bene-

ficial & adverse outcomes such as improved task performance (Zehir & Erdogan,

2011) and increased job-related stress (Mengenci, 2015). Finally, the fourth sort

of employee silence is the opportunistic silence, involves purposefully suppressing

ideas related to work, facts and opinions in order to gain an advantage while ac-

cepting the risk of harming others (Knoll & Van Dick, 2013). When employees

strongly identify with their organization are likely to express themselves through

increased personal engagement at work (Hao et al., 2022). They also feel a larger

sense of responsibility to assist the company in dealing with challenges. Employees
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that have a strong sense of identification with their organization are more inclined

to view its challenges as personal concerns and believe that their contributions

or creative ideas will be valued (Arain, Hameed, Khan, Strologo, & Dhir, 2022).

Empirical studies further indicate a negative relationship between organizational

identification and employee silence (He, Wang, Wu, & Estay, 2018).

We anticipated that there is a positive correlation between WO and ES (Hao et al.,

2022). The psychological requirements of employees (e.g., competence, relatedness,

autonomy) are threatened by such behavior, which lowers their motivation to

contribute to the business by, for example, raising concerns (Jahanzeb & Fatima,

2017; J. Wu, 2017). Employee silence has been found to be adversely correlated

with one’s perception of social support from family, coworkers, and supervisors

(e.g., (Y. Zhang, Xu, Zhang, & Liu, 2019; S. Li & Chen, 2018). In order to

avoid direct confrontations with their bosses and coworkers, people who operate in

cultures or environments characterized by strong hierarchical structure, individuals

are more inclined to restrain both their speech and actions (Graham et al., 2018).

In particular, workers never speak at work due to fear or threat (Hao et al., 2022).

Because of risk perceptions, they are less likely to be satisfied or dedicated to

the company when they feel threatened (Dedahanov & Rhee, 2015). Additionally,

when their ideas are not taken into consideration and appreciated, workers tend to

distance themselves from their jobs, which lowers their level of engagement (Tsai,

2018; Pirzada, Mirani, Phulpoto, Dogar, & Mahar, 2020).

A multidimensional construct proposed by (Knoll & Van Dick, 2013) that is trig-

gered by four various motivations (for example, the quiescent, the acquiescent,

the prosocial, and the opportunistic silence). One approach to express oneself is

to address problems and voice thoughts and concerns. This can enhance work-

ing conditions and even elevate one’s standing in the group (e.g., (Chamberlin,

Newton, & LePine, 2018; Weiss & Morrison, 2019). But criticizing others and in-

terfering with routines and group operations might jeopardize relationships, group

cohesion, and status hierarchies (Brinsfield, 2009). Several factors encourage em-

ployees to be silent because of the possible consequences of speaking up (Knoll,

Wegge, Unterrainer, Silva, & Jønsson, 2016; Morrison, 2014; S. Sharma, Parke, &

Isaakyan, 2021). According to various studies, workers remain silent at work out
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of concern that speaking up could harm their relationships, their career, or result

in being labeled as a ’troublemaker’ for speaking up (Kish-Gephart & Breaux-

Soignet, 2013). This response often leads to what is known as quiescent silence, a

concept introduced by Pinder and Harlos (2001).

Second, Pinder and Harlos (2001) proposed that in addition to fear-based silence,

employees also keep their opinions to themselves because they believe that speak-

ing up will not change anything and that possible recipients are unresponsive or

uninterested in the topic at hand. Pinder and Harlos (2001) identify this sort of

silence as acquiescent silence, that is associated with negative emotions, though

with less intensity than the quiescent silence, and closely resembles the psycholog-

ical condition known as learned helplessness (Kirrane, O’Shea, Buckley, Grazi, &

Prout, 2017).

According to Van Dyne et al. (2003), a third type of silence known as the prosocial

silence implies that workers keep their opinions to themselves in order to avoid

embarrassing their superiors, coworkers, or a particular group (such as their or-

ganization or profession). Prosocial silence is distinguished from quiescent and

acquiescent silence by the presence of good feelings and the desire to help oth-

ers. Negative feelings such as shame, sadness, and fear are not included though

(Kirrane et al., 2017).

Therefore, compared to other forms of silence, prosocial silence is more complicated

(Perlow & Repenning, 2009). In addition to its correlation with both good and bad

outcomes, this may be one of the reasons for the diverse and sometimes ambiguous

relationships with other dimensions including health, work satisfaction, and voice

opportunities (Knoll & Van Dick, 2013).

Finally, a fourth type of silence, opportunistic silence, has been established to

account for the reality that silence is often motivated by selfish reasons, such as

the desire to protect a knowledge advantage or avoid additional burden (Knoll

& Van Dick, 2013). Opportunistic silence originates from studies related to de-

liberately withholding information, knowledge hoarding, and engaging in actions

that harm workplace productivity (Connelly, Černe, Dysvik, & Škerlavaj, 2019;

Evans, Hendron, & Oldroyd, 2015) and is associated with negative connotations.

Brockner et al. (2001) found that samples from high-power distance nations (such
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as China and Mexico) responded better to lower levels of voice opportunity. Em-

ployees often show a preference for turning to authority figures for direction the

sources of guidance on which employees rely when dealing with work-related issues.

According to Lam and Xu (2019); Taras, Kirkman, and Steel (2010), there is a

positive association between hierarchical power structures and acquiescent quiet,

which is connected with aligning with existing norms and a willingness to accept

things as they are. Individuals from hierarchical power structures tend to prefer

directive leadership styles (Taras et al., 2010) and generally accept that the existing

state of affairs should remain unchanged. As a result, they are more inclined to

believe that avoiding disruption is the most effective approach.

In the literature on organizational behavior, employee silence have been regarded

as a prevailing hot issue (Ayub, Sultana, Iqbal, Abdullah, & Khan, 2021; Jahanzeb,

Fatima, Javed, & Giles, 2020). It has been described as both an organizational-

level phenomenon (e.g. collective silence behavior in groups) and an individual-

level behavior (Van Dyne et al., 2003). The focus of this study is on individual

employees, specifically the reasons behind their decision to remain silent. Despite

the perception that voice (expressing thoughts) and silence (deliberately withhold-

ing ideas) are diametrically opposed, both actions are multifaceted and intricate

(Nechanska, Hughes, & Dundon, 2020).

A proactive individual, for example, is more likely to use voice behavior by see-

ing areas that could use improvement. Fourth, it can be easier to comprehend

boundary constraints and other hurdles in the workplace if silence is viewed as an

autonomous workplace phenomenon rather than the lack of voice.

Organizational politics is one of the many elements that scholars have found to

be responsible for employee silence (J. Khalid & Ahmed, 2016). However, little

is known about its interpersonal factors such as workplace ostracism, which de-

scribes situations in which colleagues ignore greetings, disregard proposals made

by colleagues during meetings, or decline lunch invitations (Jahanzeb & Fatima,

2018).

Given all the other pressures, these instances of workplace exclusion appear in-

significant at first glance, such as when coworkers are not asked to lunch or are not
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included in some business messages (Brinsfield, 2013). Indeed, prior studies have

demonstrated that ostracism at work might have even more detrimental effects

than violence and harassment (Howard et al., 2020; Jahanzeb et al., 2020). As a

form of emotional abuse, Ferris et al. (2008) identified workplace ostracism as a

form of emotional mistreatment and emphasized two key points (1) Ostracism in

the workplace can come from various sources, not just a single group—meaning

that employees may experience exclusion from colleagues, subordinates, supervi-

sors, or even clients; and (2) the perception of being ostracized is deeply personal

varying greatly from one individual to another. For example, while one employee

may interpret being excluded from a lunch invitation as a form of ostracism, an-

other may not find it significant. (3) When someone is ostracized, their interper-

sonal encounters can often be distressing, harmful, and uncomfortable. Workplace

ostracism is widely recognized as both physically exhausting and mentally tax-

ing, which may hinder employees’ willingness to engage in OCB (Chung, 2018).

That negatively impact their job performance in way can also lead to a decrease

in their job satisfaction and commitment (Chung, 2018) and reduce their service

performance (Jahanzeb et al., 2020).

Jahanzeb et al. (2020) suggest that employees who experience ostracism often feel

powerless in such situations and respond with disengaged behaviors, such as ac-

quiescent silence, as a non-retaliatory reaction. There is a positive connection

between workplace ostracism and defensive silence. Since defensive silence arises

from the fear of external threats, employees who are ostracized often believe that

speaking out against their exclusion could be detrimental to their well-being (Ayub

et al., 2021; B. Khalid, Iqbal, & Hashmi, 2020). In high power distance cultures,

expressing one’s voice is often perceived as risky, and speaking up can come with

significant personal costs. As a result, employees may adopt defensive silence as a

means of self-protection against external risks. Building on this perspective, the

authors suggest that workplace ostracism can lead to various forms of employee

silence, including acquiescent and defensive silence. However, they also acknowl-

edge a possible exception in the case of the prosocial silence. (Yaakobi, 2022).

This occurs because prosocial silence is associated with more positive emotions,

primarily directed toward others (Van Dyne et al., 2003). For instance, ostracized
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employees are less likely to engage in the prosocial silence which is driven by a

concern for others. The principle of reciprocity reinforces this idea, suggesting that

individuals tend to respond to others in kind—for example, they are likely to be-

have positively toward those who treat them well (Gouldner, 1960). When facing

unfavorable circumstances, individuals may resort to silence as a coping strategy.

This can manifest as passive behavior, such as withholding suggestions or ideas

due to the belief that voicing them would be futile (Jahanzeb et al., 2020), or as

disengagement, where they choose not to share important information or opin-

ions out of fear that doing so could result in personal harm (Jahanzeb, Fatima,

& Malik, 2018). Although previous studies have linked employee silence with the

stress and the strain (Dedahanov et al., 2016; X. T. Dong & Chung, 2021). This

dynamic tends to worsen in collectivist societies with high power distance, like

Pakistan (Jahanzeb & Fatima, 2018; Jahanzeb et al., 2020). Cultural norms in

hierarchical different nations dictate that workers should respect the hierarchy and

that speaking up is inappropriate in situations where interpersonal ties are crucial

(Srivastava, Chhabra, Madan, & Puri, 2023).

Previous research confirmed that people do not plan to utilize voice comments

because they are afraid of being seen as challenging their superiors’ authority

(Jain, Agarwal, Sharma, & Kumar, 2023). To preserve the status quo, employees

instead decided to remain silent (Srivastava et al., 2023). The probability of seeing

psychological stress due to self-defeating behaviors increases in certain cases of

workplace exclusion.

In this context, Srivastava et al. (2023) found that the suppression of emotions

is linked to a decline in both mental and physical well-being. Initially coined

to describe negative interpersonal treatment the concept of ostracism have in-

creasingly become a focal point in organizational studies (Howard et al., 2020).

Jahanzeb et al. (2020) explain that employees often interpret workplace ostracism

as a psychologically taxing experience that can deteriorate their overall well-being.

Moreover, previous research has shown that being excluded can lead individuals

to feel as though they are socially invisible or erased, a phenomenon described as

“social death” (Sommer, Nagel, & Williams, 2021), that threatens their fundamen-

tal sense of significance and belonging. Other academic findings also demonstrate
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that workplace ostracism can lead to a noticeable decline in cooperative and help-

ful behaviors among employees (Balliet & Ferris, 2013). Ostracized employees are

often driven to engage in retaliatory actions exhibiting a ’tit for tat’ approach,

where they seek to respond to ostracism with similar behaviors (Zhao, Xia, He,

Sheard, & Wan, 2016),and leading towards interpersonal deviant actions (Jiang &

Zhang, 2021). In response, employees may engage in counterproductive behaviors

like employee silence (ES) as a means of coping. Jahanzeb et al. (2020) support

this view, indicating that individuals who feel ostracized often resort to passive or

avoidant strategies to manage the psychological impact of workplace exclusion.

Understanding workplace ostracism thoroughly is essential to defining what con-

stitutes and does not constitute ostracism. Ostracism at work is a dishonest and

inappropriate treatment that results in weak ties in the workplace (Williams &

Nida, 2017). For a subordinate, ostracism creates a distressing work environment

that increases the risk of transforming the positive perspectives of other people

groups into negative ones. Ostracism at work causes people to remain silent that

reduces productivity (S. Khalid, Malik, & Atta, 2024). Moreover, employees who

are ostracized and choose to speak up and voice their concerns through voice

behavior do not perform any better than those who remain silent and focus on

rebuilding their self-esteem (Imran, Fatima, Sarwar, & Iqbal, 2023). It is critical

to understand how social values influence ostracism and voice behaviour. Previous

studies have identified fear as one of the primary drivers of silence in organizational

settings. It reinforces employees’ tendency to remain silent (L. B. Singh & Sri-

vastava, 2021) due to concerns about potential consequences such as disciplinary

actions, job termination, loss of rewards, negative feedback from supervisors, or

the risk of being socially excluded by colleagues.

The study conducted by Fatima et al. (2017) focused on exploring the relationship

between workplace ostracism and employee silence among teachers in public sector

universities in Punjab. They found that workplace ostracism is positively associ-

ated with employees choosing to remain silent. Ostracism has been found to be one

of the significant drivers of Employees’ Silence Jahanzeb et al. (2021); Imran et al.

(2023); Sahabuddin et al. (2021). In addition, workplace ostracism have the poten-

tial to affect the performance of employees through their silence and voice behavior
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(Imran et al., 2023). In this context an intresting study by Al-Dhuhouri, Mohd-

Shamsudin, and Bani-Melhem (2024) found that Employee Silence is increased

by perceived workplace Ostracism, which is caused by interpersonal mistrust as

well as person-organization fit. Several research studied the relationship between

ostracism and Employee Silence. Employees who face supervisor ostracism tend

to adopt defensive silence Jahanzeb et al. (2021). Furthermore, within public sec-

tor universities, a study proved the positive relationship between the workplace

ostracism and the employee silence. (Fatima et al., 2017). On the basis of this we

hypothesize that

H1: Workplace ostracism has a significant and positive effect on em-

ployee silence.

2.2 The Mediating Role of Work Alienation

Work alienation refers to a psychological condition where employees feel discon-

nected or alienated from their work, frequently viewing their responsibilities as

useless or feeling helpless in their roles (Korkmaz & Torlak, 2024). Individuals

experiencing high levels of work alienation are more prone to feelings of helpless-

ness and a lack of meaning in their work (Kanungo, 1979). Thus, this concept

includes emotions of powerlessness, loneliness, a scarcity of resources, and a lack

of meaning in one’s profession (S. Li & Chen, 2018). It frequently appears when

employees believe their work is insignificant, unimportant, or that they have no

control over their responsibilities (Sarfraz et al., 2019).

It is characterized as ”the disruption, the natural interactions between individuals

as well as between individuals and their illusion” (Valikhani & Zamani, 2019).

Individuals suffering job alienation frequently feel alienated from workplace events

and dissatisfied with their roles (Nair & Vohra, 2010). According to Marx (2023),

this separation can lead to emotional weariness, which reduces involvement and

productivity. Employees may be hesitant to allocate additional resources, such as

time and energy, to meet others’ requests in order to conserve their own resources

(Skerlavaj, Connelly, Cerne, & Dysvik, 2018; Guo, Gong, Li, & Liang, 2021). The

inability to understand the role or responsibilities of one’s job and its relevance, as
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well as ambiguity about the availability, accessibility, and utilization of resources

to complete the job, are significant aspects and manifestations of work alienation

(Nair & Vohra, 2010).

In the past, alienation has been quantified using terminology like hostility, insults,

and hostile physical or verbal acts (Adibifar & Monson, 2020). Those who are

more susceptible to anxiety, fear judgment, lack social and familial support, and

lack authority and control over resources are more likely to experience alienation.

People who are alienated are socially excluded, emotionally upset, and victimized

by any perceived or real act, according to Evgeny (2008). Adibifar and Monson

(2020) stated that a professor may not be motivated to engage and offer input

at departmental meetings if they feel alienated. However, even if the professor

provides input, it may not be applicable to the case.

Psychologists, sociologists, and other social scientists have conducted substantial

research on the concept of alienation, which was first articulated by Hegel and

Marx in the nineteenth century. While Hegel saw work alienation as a construc-

tive step toward self-realization, with self-awareness playing an important part

Debnath (2020), Marx saw it as a negative life experience with consequences that

went beyond people’s immediate work context. Unlike Hegel’s idealistic dialec-

tics, Marx saw work alienation as a social economic antagonistic struggle based

on real-world, material conditions rather than abstract ideals. Marx defines work

alienation as a gradual growth of estrangement that begins with one’s labor and

work process, progresses to social connections, and eventually affects the real self

(M. Liu et al., 2024). Marx argued that labor under capitalism is intrinsically

alienating because it undermines humans’ fundamental drive for self-realization.

Wood, Soffia, and Burchell (2021) says that it is vital to recognize that paid work

is not merely a transactional exchange in the market but also involves dynamics of

power. While Marx initially explained alienation as a consistent experience later

scholars have emphasized how work relationships vary based on the relative power

of employers and employees in controlling tasks, negotiating terms of employment,

and ending a job (Kalleberg, 2017). As a result work relationships often suppress

the potential for self-realization may provide an alternative explanation for why

people regard their jobs as pointless (Soffia, Wood, & Burchell, 2022).
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Originally, Seeman (1971) identified five types of alienation. The aspects of alien-

ation include feelings of powerlessness, lack of meaning, abnormality, isolation,

and self-estrangement. Oldham and Hackman (1981) expanded on the concept of

work alienation by including concepts such as disaffection, apathy, detachment,

and both psychological and emotional disengagement.

Tummers and den Dulk (2011) used the terms helplessness and meaninglessness

to describe the two dimensions of alienation. DeHart-Davis and Pandey (2005)

identified these factors as critical components of work alienation. Several studies

have used Seeman’s classification to study work alienation (Ozer et al., 2019;

Valikhani & Zamani, 2019). Thus, it is seen as a multifaceted term (L. Tummers,

Bekkers, Van Thiel, & Steijn, 2015). Researchers have linked work alienation to a

lack of positive psychological stimulation connected to job obligations and the work

environment. For example, Hull, Van Treuren, and Virnelli (1987) characterized

work alienation as ”a representation of an unenthusiastic attitude toward work that

indicates a low level of engagement with the job role.” This viewpoint is consistent

with the idea that insufficient psychological stimulation in one’s employment might

lead to feelings of alienation. It is also associated with indifference in work in the

organization Hirschfeld and Feild (2000).

The present study identifies powerlessness, meaninglessness, and self-estrangement

as predictors of work alienation. Powerlessness is the feeling that one has no

influence over decision-making processes (Amarat et al., 2019). Individuals in

the workplace have no right to participate in the development of the products

and services for which they work (Seeman, 1971). Meaninglessness refers to the

condition where individuals feel that their contributions to the organization hold

little value and that they are incapable of making a meaningful impact to see its

significance (Mottaz, 1981).

Meaninglessness develops when the employees do not comprehend the organiza-

tion’s aims (L. Tummers et al., 2015). Meaningful labor has historically been

viewed as a subjective phenomenon (Bailey & Madden, 2019). For example, Bailey

and Madden (2019) discover that the meaningfulness of labor is episodic and tem-

porary, changing in response to task completion and goal achievement, as well as

participation in rituals that reflect on these triumphs. According to Amarat et al.
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(2019), self-estrangement occurs when employees believe they cannot meet their

own demands. When this emotion arises, employees are unable to place value

on any internal motivation element; instead, external incentive factors (such as

money) become more relevant (Otrar & Halaçoğlu, 2011). The prior study con-

ducted in Turkey reported that 87.3% of nurses experienced moderate levels of

occupational alienation (Ertekin & Ozmen, 2017). Moderate to high levels of oc-

cupational alienation were also identified in another study on active-duty nurses

in Turkey (Santas, Isik, & Demir, 2016).

Workplace alienation may result from a lack of reciprocal or functional inter-

actions. Positive social interactions characterized by relatedness (Vinokurov &

Kozhina, 2020) and social support (Bhatnagar & Aggarwal, 2020) are referred to

as reciprocal connections. According to Golden and Veiga (2018), a rise in work-

related alienation can worsen relationships and cause social norms to collapse.

Thus, people can improve their competence and develop good interactions with

people in their network by establishing healthy personal relationships with social

contacts, which may help them avoid alienation at work (M. Liu et al., 2024). This

is because meaningful interactions, trust-based, high-quality human relationships,

meaningful information exchange, and value-sharing are all made possible by a

rich network of relationships (Ali, Usman, Soetan, Saeed, & Rofcanin, 2022).

In order to investigate the role of the inner self, including elements such as

self-efficacy (Battal, Durmuş, & Çınar, 2024), self-esteem , or self-expressiveness

(Curchod, Patriotta, & Neysen, 2014), work alienation research has broadened

beyond the domain of jobs and work relationships. According to DuBois and

Arena Jr (2023), this is especially true when people find it difficult to maintain

their sense of self in the workplace, which results in a sense of meaninglessness due

to a forced identity that they are unable to reconcile.

The ”true self” is the authentic self, which represents how consistently individuals

feel and act in accordance with their inner selves (Chinelato et al., 2015). Gecas

and Seff (1990) defines the ”self” as our immediate sense of identification (referred

to as ”I”), but the ”true self” represents a profound, reflexive comprehension

of identity (or as ”me”). As a result, the ”true self” evolves from a continual

dialectical interaction between the conscious ”I” and the more introspective ”me”.
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When people detect an inconsistency between their genuine self and their manner

of life, the ”self” tends to distance themselves from others. This alienation can

harm personal well-being in a variety of ways, including increased substance use,

diminished self-actualization, increased suffering, work aggression, and a lack of

work-family enrichment.

Employees may feel alienated at work for a variety of reasons. These reasons

are due to environmental or organizational issues (Ozer et al., 2019). Chiaburu

and colleagues (2014) identified several factors that contribute to work alienation,

including job design, personality traits, supportive leadership, and the nature of

the job itself. In turn, the consequences of work alienation include various em-

ployee attitudes such as job satisfaction, job involvement, organizational identity,

and organizational commitment, as well as behaviors like absenteeism, turnover

intentions, burnout, task performance, ocb’s, and hostile or actions., and work

alienation is also associated with lower performance (Santas et al., 2016).

Alienation is viewed as an unwanted social system-imposed problem. It has nu-

merous consequence, including disrupting interpersonal interactions in businesses,

reducing involvement in social networks, instilling distrust in the workplace, weak-

ening social relations and making employees not only dissatisfied but also unmo-

tivated about their jobs (Tabrizi, 1991).

Employees experiencing work alienation feel weird in their workplace (Durrah,

2020). They lack self-awareness and an understanding of their own actions, there-

fore they are influenced by any external motivators (Durrah, 2020). Alienation

causes an individual to lose focus on his work and related activities, preventing

him from demonstrating or developing his numerous existential abilities(Durrah,

2020). A person feels a lack of happiness and is unable to fully engage both phys-

ically and mentally since labor is imposed and compulsory for him , and it is not

necessary for satisfaction, but rather a way to meet the requirements of others

(Valikhani & Zamani, 2019).

WO is a form of cold aggression in which the employees feel ignored, ostracized,

or alienated by their coworkers (Ferris et al., 2008). Academics have noticed

the harmful impact that job rejection has on employees’ attitudes, actions, and

performance. Work alienation is the psychological state in which the employees
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feel disconnected from their jobs because they do not meet their demands (M. Li

et al., 2021).

Previous study has revealed that workplace ostracism, poor interpersonal interac-

tions, and employment that does not allow for self-expression are the most likely

causes of job alienation (M. Li et al., 2021). Work alienation reduces work resources

(including interpersonal and knowledge acquisition resources), leading to poorer

job satisfaction and unproductive work behavior. Previous research has demon-

strated that poor work conditions, defined by a lack of social support (Shantz,

Alfes, Bailey, & Soane, 2015) and the perceptions of workplace bullying (Kerse &

Babadag, 2019), enhance job alienation.As previously stated that work alienation

is connected with feelings of meaninglessness, powerlessness, loneliness, normless-

ness, and self-estrangement (Amarat et al., 2019).

WA is associated with decreased participation in work activities (Shantz et al.,

2015) and diminished organizational citizenship behavior (S. Singh & Randhawa,

2018). As a result, if employees feel alienated, they may feel powerless and worth-

less in sharing their thoughts and ideas about the firm. As a result, people may feel

hesitant to speak up or make work-related suggestions. As WA grows, people will

become more reticent regarding organizational problems and ideas (R. Dong et al.,

2023). Ostracism is psychologically painful since it requires mental effort and cog-

nitive strain.As previously explained that exclusion threatens a core psychological

requirement: the need to belong (Williams, 1997). In the immediate aftermath

of ostracism, individuals often attempt to reinforce this need. However, if the ex-

clusion persists over time, it can gradually erode psychological resilience, leading

to feelings of alienation, helplessness, and depression (Williams & Nida, 2011).

Instead of thankfulness, people react to unpleasant interpersonal interactions with

perplexity, worry, grief, and even fury (Williams, 2007), threatening their physi-

cal and psychological well-being (Williams & Nida, 2011). Employees’ attention

is diverted away from work when they focus on interpersonal interactions, limit-

ing them from fully engaging with their responsibilities and investing cognitive,

emotional, and physical efforts at work. Employees who experience interpersonal

mistreatment suffer significant consequences for their health and psychological

well-being in addition to their performance at work (Jiang & Zhang, 2021). As an
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interpersonal stressor, workplace exclusion has a wide range of negative emotional

and psychological effects (Bedi, 2021b; Mao et al., 2018). The results of workplace

ostracism are determined by the individual’s perceptions (Robinson et al., 2013).

An act of alienation may be viewed as ostracism in one context and as a minor

issue in another, as these views differ depending on the context (Bedi, 2021a;

Howard et al., 2020). Ostracism deprives an individual of one of the most basic

human needs (Williams, 2009) and undermines their intrinsic need to make their

social connections (Howard et al., 2020; Lyu & Zhu, 2019). Employees in Pakistan

are concerned about job loss and deteriorating workplace relationships due to the

country’s high unemployment rate (Dawn, 2020) and the presence of collectivist

culture (Hofstede, 2001). As a result, they prefer to avoid direct conflict, poor

job performance, and deviant behavior (Jahanzeb & Fatima, 2018). As a result,

we believe that employees in such cultural and organizational environments are

more prone to engage in ostracizing behavior and suffer emotionally, which leads

to work alienation-related consequences (Fatima, Bilal, Imran, & Sarwar, 2023).

Vanderstukken and Caniëls (2021) investigated the effects of social alienation,

concentrating on the factors that contribute to job alienation. However, they did

not investigate characteristics that could attenuate these detrimental impacts. On

the other hand, (Ojobu, 2024) contend that social alienation is a strong predictor

of employee silence. Alienation, whether social or professional, can result from

structural concerns, induced events, or personal perspectives. These experiences

frequently result in emotions of powerlessness and meaninglessness, as reported by

Cetinkaya and Karayel (2019). Employees who are unable to find purpose in their

work or match their personal ambitions with their professional positions are more

likely to feel alienated (Nahir and Vohra, 2010). This alienation manifests as a

loss of control or a sense of misplacement within the group, which (Vredenburgh,

2022) refers to as powerlessness or self-estrangement. Such forms of alienation

are strongly associated with bad consequences, such as employee quiet, in which

people refrain from voicing their problems or thoughts. Ojobu (2024) point out

that employee silence offers enormous risks to both enterprises and individuals.

When employees disengage and choose silence out of alienation, it not only reduces

organizational performance but also reinforces the cycle of disconnection.
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Finally, work alienation plays an important mediating function in the link between

workplace ostracism and employee silence. Ostracized employees frequently expe-

rience feelings of isolation, impotence, and meaninglessness, exacerbating their

sense of alienation inside the firm. Moreover, when individuals begin to feel alien-

ated from their organization, they often struggle to engage or connect with it

meaningfully. Work alienation reduces employee engagement and communica-

tion, contributing to silence and hindering overall growth (Madlock & Martin,

2011). When employees encounter unjust treatment within their organization,

they may lose trust in the system and choose to stay silent rather than speak up

about issues affecting the workplace (Dabbagh, Esfahani, & Shahin, 2012).This

alienation reduces their inclination to express issues or give suggestions, sustain-

ing employee silence. Recent research, such as Ojobu (2024), demonstrates how

workplace ostracism develops alienation, resulting in employee disengagement and

silence. Ultimately diminishes employees’ sense of control and value, leading to

reduced participation and increased silence (Pelit, 2015). Similarly, Vredenburgh

(2022) underlines that the loss of power and self-estrangement due to alienation

exacerbates the negative effects of the workplace ostracism . Based on this, we

hypothesized:

H2: Work alienation mediates the relationship between workplace os-

tracism and employee silence.

2.3 The Moderating Role of Self-Efficacy

Employee self-efficacy refers to the belief in one’s capability to successfully carry

out assigned tasks (Haldorai et al., 2020; Yagil et al., 2023). Bandura (1982)

found that people with higher levels of self-efficacy perform better and have fewer

emotional reactions. Thus, with little effort, persons with a strong sense of effec-

tiveness can overcome failure and develop positive techniques to dealing with new

or difficult situations (Mukta et al., 2024). Employees’ sense of self-efficacy offers

a source of resilience, when dealing with social exclusion especially when it comes

from supervisors by influencing their emotional, psychological, and behavioral re-

actions (Nasir et al., 2024).
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A person with a high sense of self-efficacy may be less afraid of failure than someone

who has a poor sense of self-efficacy (Flammer, 1995). Self-efficacy beliefs influence

a person’s style of thinking, whether it is good or negative, self-enhancing or self-

debilitating (Nabavi, 2021). Potentially stressful situations cause less perceived

stress in highly self-sufficient people. However, while self-efficacy functions as

a stress buffer, it can also indirectly cause stress by inducing overly ambitious

individuals to take on more obligations than they are capable of doing in mere

quantity (Flammer, 1995).

Additionally, those who believe they are effective learners should take self-regulatory

measures to enhance their learning, such as establishing objectives, using effective

learning strategies, monitoring their development, and creating the supportive

social and physical environments for learning (Usher & Schunk, 2017). People em-

ploy a variety of information sources to gauge their level of self-efficacy; it does not

just appear overnight (Schunk & DiBenedetto, 2021). Performance achievements,

vicarious experiences, social persuasive techniques, and physiological/emotional

indicators are some examples of these sources (Schunk & Mullen, 2012).

Efficacy beliefs influence goals and aspirations, which in turn influences self-

motivation and action. People decide what goals to pursue, their beliefs about

self-efficacy partly determine how much effort they will invest and how persistent,

they will be when facing challenges (Bandura & Wessels, 1997). Those who have

a high belief in their talents boost their effort to conquer the challenges, whereas

those who doubt their abilities slacken their efforts, give up early, or settle for sub-

par solutions when faced with barriers, setbacks, and failures (Bandura, 2017).

The results people expect are mostly determined by their perceptions of their own

performance in particular circumstances. Material expenses and advantages, so-

cial praise and reproof, and self-approving and self-censuring affective reactions

are some examples of anticipated consequences (Bandura, 2017). Those with high

efficacy, on the other hand, are not readily deterred by failure and anticipate suc-

cess from their endeavors. High efficacy individuals see challenging challenges as

solvable and concentrate on the chances that are worthwhile (Krueger and Dick-

son, 1994). People’s ability to persevere in difficult career pursuits increases with

their perceived effectiveness in carrying out occupational duties (Lent, Brown,
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and Hackett, 1994). It will be more detrimental than beneficial to try to lessen

occupational stress by giving employees greater control over their jobs without

improving their ability to handle the new duties (Bandura, 2017). A job with a

lot of work can be stressful for the self-efficacious. Employees with high efficacy

do, in fact, experience stress when they feel overburdened and frustrated by orga-

nizational limitations that prevent them from reaching their full potential (Matsui

& Onglatco, 1992). Vulnerability to burnout is increased by exposure to ongoing

work stressors and a low perception of effectiveness in handling job demands and

enlisting social support during challenging periods (Leiter, 1992).

To put it another way, people who are under more stress may be more likely to fail,

which makes them decrease their expectations and evaluations of their own skills

as a self-defense mechanism (M. Liu et al., 2024). The source of stress and stress

coping are influenced by control location and self-efficacy, according to the cogni-

tively oriented theory of stress (Lazarus, 1966). In other words, people can lessen

the negative impacts of stress when they have more positive self-perceptions as a

result, college students’ stress levels may be negatively impacted by overall self-

efficacy. Furthermore, mastery experiences, vicarious experiences, verbal persua-

sion, and physiological and affective states can all contribute to the development

of a person’s sense of self-efficacy (Bandura & Wessels, 1997).

According to Blackhart, Nelson, Knowles, and Baumeister (2009), persons who

have been rejected have lower self-esteem than those who have been acknowledged.

Accordingly, the experience of poor self-esteem may have developed before to the

ostracism or may have resulted from it (Law et al., 2015). A recent study found

that healthcare workers who have low self-esteem are nearly three times more likely

to experience significant levels of stress (Johnson, 2020). According to Orth and

Robins (2022) high self-esteem has been found to be a strong predictor of success

and well-being across multiple areas of life, such as personal relationships, career,

and overall health.

According to research by (Ben-Zur, 2022), a person who experiences ostracism

from their superiors is excluded from social circles and experiences a decline in

their sense of self-worth and purpose in life, which are collectively referred to as

employee efficacy needs. According to Zheng, Yin, and Li (2019), it appears to
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make a person feel unappreciated and unacknowledged. Employee efficacy needs

may be undermined if employees use the first evaluation to assess the ostracized

behavior, in accordance with the transactional stress theory (Davis, Baker, Os-

born, Overstreet, & Collaborative, 2024; Yagil et al., 2023). Accordingly, the next

inspections might find a possible reaction and be in line with meeting the efficacy

requirements (Afsar & Masood, 2018; M. Liu et al., 2024). Additionally, in order

to deal with the stress, workers may become less motivated and shun such a job

(Nasir et al., 2024). Similarly, Jahanzeb, Giles, and Mushtaq (2023); M. Liu et

al. (2024); Bhatti et al. (2023) shown that when employees are shunned by their

supervisor, they may believe that they lack the autonomy necessary to complete

a task because they lack the efficacy needs (power and meaningful existence) that

are necessary. collectively referred to as the efficacy needs of employees. Accord-

ing to (Zheng et al., 2019), it appears to make a person feel unappreciated and

unacknowledged. Theoretically, relationship needs might be avoided at work if

coworkers were emotionally isolated (Fatima et al., 2023).

To reduce the discomfort associated with the words and actions of the boss and

coworkers, or the hostile situations they produce for the target, employees must

adhere to cognitive coping techniques (Tahir, 2023). Similarly, when employees

are depressed at work, they typically respond emotionally, psychologically, or cog-

nitively, including choosing how to handle a scenario (Yagil et al., 2023).

Supervisors might encourage their team to engage in activities that increase indi-

vidual or team self-efficacy in an effort to improve performance (I. Dash & Nayak,

2025). On the other hand, ostracism occurs when a supervisor rejects workers who

don’t have the necessary self-efficacy. This can result in a variety of reactions, in-

cluding behavioral (Dewald-Kaufmann et al., 2021), psychological and emotional.

Employees with relational needs are therefore likely to exhibit positive emotional,

psychological, and behavioral reactions and be unable to disengage from their

work. On the other hand, a worker who lacks a sense of belonging and poor

self-esteem may exhibit negative reactions, including unpleasant feelings, psycho-

logical anguish, and unkind behavior toward coworkers (I. Dash & Nayak, 2025).

Employees that are self-efficacious believe they can maintain their success and ac-

complish the intended results (Nasir et al., 2024). Employees do this by controlling
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their abilities and efforts to achieve their objectives and attempting to avoid being

shunned by the targeted employees’ stressful circumstances (Ren, Jing, Li, & Wu,

2022).

In order to choose motivational traits, the employees’ self-efficacy needs must be

met. Instead of feeling overburdened and pressured by the supervisor’s rejection,

they often focus their energies on producing various reactions, including behav-

ioral, psychological, and emotional ones (D. Dash et al., 2023). We assumed that

self-efficacy encourages workers to react to supervisor ostracism in light of this and

in accordance with the literature (Bhatti et al., 2023; Jahanzeb et al., 2021; Nasir

et al., 2024).

Employees frequently use their efficacy demands as a benchmark for managing

supervisor ostracism and handling its effects in a way that maintains effective

work performance (Yagil et al., 2023). A negative work atmosphere that leads to

additional issues at work is projected by this type of social exclusion from direct

superiors (D. Dash et al., 2023; Yagil et al., 2023; Bhatti et al., 2023).

Because they are adept at using various knowledge management activities to max-

imize their knowledge base, employees with higher levels of self-efficacy can find

several paths to task completion (Bandura & Wessels, 1997; Seggelen-Damen &

Van Dam, 2016; Yeo & Neal, 2006). Therefore, SE’s personal resource should

lessen the likelihood that employees will experience increased stress in difficult

scenarios involving abuse at work, including ostracism (Sarwar et al., 2019).

Employees who have strong confidence in their abilities are less likely to be over-

whelmed by emotional and mental strain, because they believe in their capacity

to accomplish their tasks effectively (Bandura & Wessels, 1997). This confidence

allows them to conserve and redirect their energy toward activities that enhance

their performance (Hobfoll & Shirom, 2000). As a result, reduced stress stemming

from self-assurance plays a crucial role in helping employees concentrate on com-

pleting their work efficiently, rather than being distracted by negative or anti-social

elements in the workplace (Sarwar et al., 2019).

It is widely believed that other people’s perceptions of an individual’s competency

and capacity to accomplish a specific task have the greatest impact on human
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functioning (Choi, Kang, & Choi, 2021). Because ostracism deprives people of

their right to socialize with others, their right to be heard at work, and their right

to form strong and healthy relationships at work, it reduces their positive self-

esteem (Mielniczuk & Laguna, 2020). Individuals with high self-efficacy beliefs

will work harder and persevere longer than others, and such beliefs are important

in and of themselves, allowing employees to cope with bad events more effectively

(Ahmad et al., 2023). Employees with a high level of self-efficacy are more likely

to do creative and hard tasks (Ahmad et al., 2023).

According to Walumbwa et al. (2011) individuals with strong self-efficacy believe

to complete tasks effectively are more likely to feel that their input will be valued

by leadership. Such individuals often view the successful execution of responsibili-

ties as both a personal accomplishment and a source of motivation that encourages

proactive behavior. Consequently, employees with high self-efficacy are more in-

clined to pursue their objectives by expressing work-related concerns driven by

their confidence instead of remaining silent (Dedahanov et al., 2021) .

Thus, even though when there is workplace ostracism and it gives employees the

perception of being excluded and insulted, those individuals with strong self-

efficacy continue to voice their work-related concerns, believes that they have

the ability to impact their surroundings and contribute to positive change within

the workplace. Thus, even when there is workplace ostracism and employees feel

excluded and insulted, individuals with a higher level of self-efficacy continue to

share their work-related concerns because they believe they can influence the en-

vironment and effect change in the workplace.

Individuals with a low level of self-efficacy, on the other hand, may be hesitant

to offer their views and recommendations because they believe they are incapable

of making a difference in the company. As a result, we argue that stronger self-

efficacy leads to lesser employee silence, and we propose the following hypothesis:

H3: Self-efficacy moderates the relationship between workplace os-

tracism and employee silence. In such a way that this proposed re-

lationship will be weaker when self-efficacy is high and will be stronger

when self-efficacy is low.
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Figure 2.1: Research Model

2.4 Summary of Hypothesis

H1: Workplace ostracism has a significant and positive effect on employee silence.

H2: Work alienation mediates the relationship between workplace ostracism and

employee silence.

H3: Self-efficacy moderates the relationship between workplace ostracism and

employee silence. In such a way that this proposed relationship will be weaker

when self-efficacy is high and will be stronger when self-efficacy is low.



Chapter 3

Research Methodology

It is critical to distinguish between research methods and research methodology

because they are extremely distinct from one another. The research method in-

cludes all of the techniques/methods used for research adaption.

Research methods refer to the specific procedures and strategies that researchers

employ to conduct their investigations. In other words, research methods refer to

all of the approaches used by the researcher while examining a research problem.

In contrast, research technique is a tool for systematically resolving study prob-

lems. The consideration of research methodology is more comprehensive than

that of research methodologies. As a result, when we talk about methodology, we

don’t just mean the methods, but also the logic behind them, which develops in

the context of that study and explains why one technique or method is preferred

over another, so that research results can be evaluated by others or the researcher

himself.

This chapter especially describes the methods for investigating the impact of work-

place ostracism on employee silence, with the mediating role of work alienation

and the moderating role of self-efficacy.

The discussions in this chapter are connected to research design, population and

sampling methodologies, model features, and an instrument that includes all of

the variables and the items in each variable.

45
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3.1 Research Design

The research design acts as a template for carrying out a study, allowing re-

searchers to obtain accurate and reliable data while increasing the overall effi-

cacy of the research. In the social sciences, two primary study design method-

ologies are routinely used: quantitative and qualitative methods. A quantitative

research strategy was used in this study because it allows researchers to achieve

authentic and trustworthy data using standardized methodologies and instruments

(Creswell, 2014).

Because it makes it easier to convert observable occurrences into numerical data

that can be examined to find correlations, linkages, causes, and consequences, the

quantitative approach is especially well-suited for this research. Pakistani college

teachers express how much they agree or disagree with statements that repre-

sent their beliefs, actions, and experiences using quantifiable and visible methods.

The ability to test hypotheses and analyze intricate correlations between vari-

ables—both crucial for comprehending the mediating and moderating mechanisms

in the suggested model—further supports the quantitative design.

3.1.1 Type of Study

Since the goal of the current study is to investigate cause-and-effect linkages, it is

causal in nature. In order to accomplish the goals of the study, information was

gathered from Pakistani college instructors all at once. A goal of 384 surveys was

initially established.

3.1.2 Research Philosophy

Research philosophy provides the foundational assumptions that guide how re-

searchers interpret phenomena and approach their study. The choice of research

philosophy is influenced by the researcher’s perspective on the relationship be-

tween knowledge and phenomena, as well as practical considerations (Saunders &

Townsend, 2018). For this study, a positivist research philosophy was adopted,

which aligns with the study’s quantitative and causal nature. Positivism is based
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on the assumption that reliable and true knowledge originates from empirical data

obtained through observation and measurement. It emphasizes objectivity, where

all observers must describe phenomena in a consistent and replicable manner to

ensure the validity of the findings.

This philosophy is particularly suitable for this study, as it seeks to examine the

relationships between workplace ostracism, employee silence, work alienation, and

self-efficacy through measurable and observable data. The study employs a de-

ductive approach, which begins with established theoretical assumptions derived

from prior research and current conjectures. These assumptions are then tested

empirically to verify the proposed hypotheses. The deductive approach is well-

suited for positivist research, as it allows for the systematic testing of hypotheses

and the generalization of findings to a broader population. Quantitative methods

are widely accepted in positivist research, as they enable researchers to collect

and analyze data from a large sample in a structured and objective manner. The

quantitative method was employed in this study to collect data from Pakistani

college teachers, guaranteeing that the conclusions are supported by quantifiable

and statistically verifiable evidence.

3.1.3 Quantitative Research

The research and findings of the current study are based on data collected from

respondents through questionnaires, making it measurable. The data has been

evaluated using a variety of statistical methods and tools.

3.1.4 Unit of Analysis

Individual college teachers in Pakistan serve as the unit of analysis for this study.

Because they serve as an interface between students and higher administration

and hold a crucial role in the educational organisational structure, college teach-

ers were selected as the unit of investigation. In addition to mentoring and assist-

ing students, these educators are in charge of carrying out institutional policies,

overseeing academic activities, and supplying instructional materials. Understand-

ing the processes of workplace ostracism, employee silence, work alienation, and
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self-efficacy inside educational institutions requires a focus on college instructors.

Their viewpoints and experiences offer important insights into how ostracism at

work affects their mental health and organisational conduct. College teachers are

a perfect group to explore the suggested correlations because they frequently face

particular pressures including heavy workloads and administrative responsibilities.

3.2 Population and Sample

3.2.1 Population

The study’s participants are college instructors employed by educational estab-

lishments in Pakistan.College teachers were chosen as the study sample due to

their roles in intellectually demanding environments where teamwork, openness,

and communication are critical. Experiencing ostracism in such contexts can sig-

nificantly lower their involvement and discourage them from expressing ideas, ul-

timately contributing to silence and hindering academic progress. College instruc-

tors working in both public and private educational institutions provided data via

an online survey. To guarantee sufficient representation of the population, 384

questionnaires in total were distributed. To ensure honest and accurate responses,

participants were assured that their identities would remain confidential and their

responses anonymous.

A 70% response rate—which is deemed appropriate for social science research—was

obtained from the 271 completed questionnaires that were sent. In order to in-

crease participation and guarantee prompt responses, the surveys were dissemi-

nated online. Given the geographical dispersion of college instructors throughout

Pakistan, online data gathering was extremely beneficial due to its accessibility

and simplicity. As long as the survey instrument is well developed and consistently

delivered, prior research has also demonstrated that the technique of data collect-

ing has no bearing on the quality of the data (Church, Elliot, & Gable, 2001).

The online data collection technique proved to be quite successful in obtaining the

data required for analysis, especially considering the study’s time and resource

limitations.
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Calculation of Sample Size

The formula for calculating the required sample size is:

n =
Z2 · p · (1− p)

e2

Where:

• n = required sample size

• Z = Z-score (for 95% confidence level, Z = 1.96)

• p = estimated proportion of the population (commonly 0.5 for maximum

variability)

• e = margin of error (e.g., 0.05)

Substituting the values:

n =
(1.96)2 · 0.5 · (1− 0.5)

(0.05)2

n =
3.8416 · 0.25

0.0025

n =
0.9604

0.0025

n = 384.16 ≈ 384

3.2.2 Sampling

It was not possible to gather information from every college instructor employed

by Pakistan’s public and private educational systems due to time and resource

limitations. In order to guarantee a practical yet representative subset of the

population, sampling was used. Sampling is a useful strategy for studies with
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limited funding because it enables researchers to collect data from a smaller sample

that accurately represents the characteristics of the full population.

Convenience sampling, a non-probability sample method, was employed for this

investigation. Given the obstacles to data collecting in Pakistan, including the

non-availability of teacher listings, convenience sampling is a sensible option since

it chooses participants based on their availability and willingness to participate.

Convenience sampling is frequently employed in social science research where ac-

cessibility and feasibility are the main considerations, even though it does not offer

the same degree of generalisability as probability sampling techniques.

Other than their position as college instructors in Pakistan, no particular require-

ments were placed on respondents in order to guarantee that the sample was as

representative as feasible. This strategy made it possible for participants to come

from a wide variety of public and private educational institutions located around

this country.

3.3 Instrumentation

3.3.1 Measures

A standardised questionnaire with a Likert scale was employed for this study. The

Likert scale is a well-liked psychometric tool that measures respondents’ attitudes,

beliefs, and actions by asking them to assess how much they agree or disagree

with a sequence of statements. Because it allows for the systematic collecting

of quantifiable and analysable data, this approach is especially well-suited for

quantitative research.

This study used a 7-point Likert scale, which provides a wider range of response

alternatives, from ”strongly disagree” to ”strongly agree.” Because a 7-point scale

allows for more complexity in participant replies, it improves the measurement’s

sensitivity and reliability. Compared to shorter scales, it more accurately and

thoroughly interprets data by capturing small differences in opinion. For each of

the study’s variables, the questionnaire was created by modifying previously ap-

proved scales from reliable sources. The study’s factors include self-efficacy, work
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alienation, employee silence and workplace ostracism. These measures were chosen

because previous research has demonstrated their validity and reliability. To make

sure that every scale satisfied the acceptable threshold for internal consistency, a

reliability test (such as Cronbach’s alpha) was carried out. Four demographic char-

acteristics were included in the questionnaire in addition to the primary variables:

gender, age, qualification, and job experience. These demographic enquiries were

added in order to learn more about the respondents’ backgrounds and investigate

any possible discrepancies in the data that might arise from them.

3.3.2 Workplace Ostracism

This variable was assessed using the measurement scale originally developed by

Ferris et al. (2008), the scale includes 10 items assessed on a 7-point likert scale,

where 1 represents “strongly disagree” and 7 represents “strongly agree”. An

example item from the scale is “Others ignored you at work”.

3.3.3 Work Alienation

The measurement of this variable was be carried out using the scale, created by

Nair and Vohra (2009), comprises 8 items evaluated on a 7-point Likert scale,

ranging from 1 “strongly disagree” to 7 “strongly agree”. An example of an item

from this scale is “I do not enjoy my work.”

3.3.4 Employee Silence

This variable was measured using the scale developed by Knoll and Van Dick

(2013). The scale includes 12 items, each rated on a 7-point Likert scale, where 1

signifies “strongly disagree”’ and 7 signifies “strongly agree”. A sample item from

the scale is ”I remain silent because of fear of negative consequences”.

3.3.5 Self-Efficacy

This variable was measured using the scale developed by Chen, Gully, and Eden

(2001). The scale consisted of 8 items. The items were measured using a 7-point
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Likert Scale, with 1 indicating ”strongly disagree” and 7 indicating ”strongly

agree.” One sample item is “I will be able to successfully overcome many chal-

lenges.”

3.3.6 Scales Summary

Table 3.1: Scales Summary

Variables Scale Items

Workplace Ostracism Ferris et al. (2008) 10

Work Alienation Nair and Vohra (2009) 8

Employee Silence Knoll and Van Dick (2013) 12

Self-Efficacy Chen et al. (2001) 8

3.4 Statistical Tools and Techniques

To find means, STDs, and min max values, descriptive analysis was used. Regres-

sion was also carried. It is widely used to ascertain how one variable affects the

dependent variable under investigation. One method for analyzing the effects of

various factors on the dependent variable is regression analysis. Moderation and

mediation analysis were performed using model 5 of Hayes and Preacher (2014).

3.4.1 Pilot Testing

Conducting a pilot test prior to large-scale data collecting is an important step

in research since it helps identify potential concerns and avoids wasting time and

resources. A pilot study of 50 respondents was done to ensure the research in-

strument’s efficiency. This early testing was designed to examine respondents’

comprehension and engagement with the questionnaire, as well as to confirm the

validity of the stated hypotheses. The findings of the pilot test verified that the

scales used were appropriate for future investigation. No major concerns were

found with variable measurement, question clarity, or answer patterns, indicating



Research Methodology 53

that the study instrument was well-structured and appropriate for large-scale data

gathering.

3.4.2 Reliability Analysis of Scales Used

Reliability refers to the ability of a measurement tool to produce stable and re-

peated results over time. A trustworthy scale guarantees that repeated evaluations

provide consistent results, making it an essential component of study quality.

Cronbach’s alpha, a commonly used metric of scale reliability, was used in this

study to analyze the variables’ internal reliability.

A Cronbach’s alpha score of 0.70 or greater is deemed acceptable, showing high

internal consistency among the items measuring a concept. The study’s variables

had Cronbach’s alpha values of 0.893 for workplace ostracism, 0.805 for employee

silence, 0.835 for work alienation, and 0.898 for self-efficacy. These scores indicate

a high level of internal consistency, demonstrating that the scales used were reliable

in measuring the study’s components. Because all results exceeded the frequently

accepted 0.70 criteria, the measuring instruments efficiently captured the target

variables while maintaining a high level of internal reliability.

Table 3.2: Scales Reliability

Variables No. of Items Cronbach’s Alpha

Workplace Ostracism 10 0.893

Work Alienation 8 0.835

Employee Silence 12 0.805

Self-Efficacy 8 0.898

3.5 Sample Characteristics

To acquire a better picture of the sample, the study looked at key demographic

parameters such gender, age, qualification, and work experience. Analyzing these

traits provides insight into the respondents’ diverse backgrounds and experiences.



Research Methodology 54

By assessing these characteristics, the study aimed to find potential trends or

variances in responses based on demographic differences. The demographic anal-

ysis provides a full picture of the sample composition, which contributes to the

findings’ validity and generalizability.

3.5.1 Gender

In efforts to ensure gender equality, it was observed that the number of female

employees notably exceeds that of male employees. Table 3.3 depicts the male-to-

female employee ratio, with responses being both male and female.

Table 3.3: Frequency by Gender

Gender Frequency Percentage Cumulative

Male 123 45.4 45.4

Female 148 54.6 100

Total 271 100

3.5.2 Age

To ensure accessibility for participants, age data was collected in ranges. Age is

one of the attributes that responders occasionally find difficult to disclose willingly.

According to Table No. 3.4, the majority of respondents are between the ages of

20 and 25 that means 39.5% of the majority of the respondents were having age

between 20-25, with 32.5% having ages ranging from 26 to 30, 13.3% having ages

ranging from 32 to 40, 7.4% having ages ranging from 41 to 45, and 7.4% having

ages ranging from 46 to above.

Table 3.4: Frequency by Age

Age Frequency Percentage Cumulative

20-25 107 39.5 39.5

26-30 88 32.5 72.0

32-40 36 13.3 85.2

41-45 20 7.4 92.6

46 and above 20 7.4 100

Total 271 100
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3.5.3 Qualification

Education is the the basis to a country’s prosperity and growth, as well as global

success. Qualification is a popular topic among the general public because ed-

ucation opens up a variety of new and exciting opportunities for success. It is

provided in Table 3.5. The majority of respondents qualified for the bachelor’s

level. 49.8% of the total responses are designated as the true illustrator sample of

the entire population. 46.5% of respondents qualified for master’s degrees, while

3.7% qualified for doctorates.

Table 3.5: Frequency by Qualification

Qualification Frequency Percentage Cumulative

Bachelors 135 49.8 49.8

Master 126 46.5 96.3

PhD 10 3.7 100

Total 271 100

3.5.4 Experience

Different types of experience time have been identified in order to collect infor-

mation about respondents’ experiences. This enables each respondent to readily

determine the exact length of their experience in the relevant subject. Table

No.3.6 shows that the majority of respondents had experiences ranging from 0 to

5, indicating that 55.7% of the total population, 27.7% of the respondents had ex-

periences ranging from 6 to 11, 11.4% of the respondents had experiences ranging

from 12 to 17, and 5.2% of the respondents had experiences 18 and above.

Table 3.6: Frequency by Experience

Experience Frequency Percentage Cumulative

0-5 151 55.7 55.7

6-11 75 27.7 83.4

12-17 31 11.4 94.8

18 or above 14 5.2 100

Total 271 100
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Result and Analysis

SPSS software was used to analyze variables using descriptive statistics, Pearson

correlation, moderation, and mediation.

4.1 Descriptive Analysis

Descriptive statistics use a number of statistical approaches to present an overview

of the data’s observed details. Descriptive statistics for each variable, including

workplace ostracism, work alienation, employee silence, and self-efficacy. SPSS

was used to calculate the means and standard deviations, which are displayed in

Table 4.1 below. Higher mean values imply greater agreement among respondents,

whereas lower mean values suggest greater disagreement.

Table 4.1: Descriptive Analysis

Variables N Min. Max. Mean Std

WPO 271 1 7 3.46 0.89

WA 271 1 7 4.06 0.77

ES 271 1 7 4.11 0.93

SE 271 1 7 2.79 1.33

Table 4.1 displays information about variables; the independent variable (Work-

place Ostracism) has a mean of 3.46 and a standard deviation of 0.89. The mean
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value of the dependent variable (employee silence) is 4.11, with a standard de-

viation of 0.93. The moderator (Self Efficacy) has a mean value of 2.79 and a

standard deviation of 1.33. The mean of the mediator (Work Alienation) is 4.06,

with a standard deviation of 0.77.

4.2 Control Variables

An ANOVA test was run on the control variables using SPSS. One-way ANOVA

was done to see if demographic characteristics had any effect on the dependent

variable “employee silence”, which in this case was project success. As a result, our

primary objective is to examine the positive associations predicted by the model,

as well as their consequences. The findings of the study revealed that none of

the demographic variables had a significant influence on the dependent variable,

allowing for independent examination of the hypothesized connections.

Table 4.2: One-Way ANOVA

Control Variables F Sig

Gender 0.009 0.92

Age 1.23 0.29

Qualification 2.01 0.13

Experience 1.35 0.25

4.3 Correlation Analysis

Correlation analysis is used to identify the relationship between two variables. Pos-

itive signals indicate that the variables are moving in the same direction, whereas

negative signals indicate the reverse. Furthermore, the value of ”r” reflects the

strength of the link between variables. A weak correlation is indicated by a Pearson

Coefficient value range of.1 to.3, a moderate correlation by a value range of.3 to.5,

and a high correlation by a value more than.5. The correlation value demonstrates

numerous effects.
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Correlation table 4.3 shows a positive association between workplace ostracism

and employee silence, with a correlation coefficient of 0.661** with p < 0.00.

This shows that higher levels of workplace ostracism are linked to employee si-

lence. Work alienation serves as an mediator between workplace ostracism and em-

ployee silence. The connection between work alienation and workplace ostracism

is 0.487**, with p < 0.00. It signifies a positive relationship. It suggests that there

is a link between high work alienation and workplace ostracism. The correlation

coefficients between work alienation and employee silence are r=0.544**, with p

¡ 0.00. This suggests a positive correlation. Furthermore, self-efficacy influences

the association between workplace ostracism and employee silence. Furthermore,

workplace ostracism and self-efficacy are negatively linked (r = −0.417, p < 0.00).

Table 4.3: Correlation Analysis

Variables WPO WA ES SE

WPO 1 .487** .661** -.417**

WA .487** 1 .544** -.507**

ES .661** .544** 1 -.602**

SE -.417** -.507** -.602** 1

Overall, Table 4.3 shows a positive relationship between workplace ostracism, work

alienation, and employee silence. All other variables, however, have a negative and

reciprocal correlation with self-efficacy.

4.4 Regression Analysis

Regression analysis, particularly multiple regression, was utilized in the study

to investigate the underlying reasons of the observed relationships among vari-

ables. Regression analysis, as opposed to correlation analysis, which just finds

correlations, allows researchers to assess the effect of independent factors on the

dependent variable while controlling for other variables. The study made use of

Hayes (2013).

Regression analysis is carried out utilizing a variety of methods and instruments,

using the Hayes and Preacher (2014) full scale, which is analyzed for mediation



Result and Analysis 59

and moderation with SPSS. Table 4.4 contains a thorough description of our data,

including the significance levels of the proposed hypotheses. It includes critical

information such as regression coefficient values, significance values, standard er-

rors (S.E.), and the lower and upper boundaries of the confidence interval (LLCI

and ULCI) respectively. The table includes both direct and indirect relationships,

with a focus on mediation. The regression analysis was carried out using Hayes’

model 5.

Hypothesis 1: Workplace ostracism has a significant and positive effect

on employee silence.

The regression analysis for hypothesis 1 indicates a significant positive association

between workplace ostracism and employee silence. The p-value is 0.00, and the

regression coefficient (β value) is 0.54. The link is significant (0.00p−values), and

the positive sign coefficient β indicates a positive relationship. It suggests that

workplace ostracism will directly affect employee silence. Based on these findings

hypothesis 1 is accepted.

Hypothesis 2: Work alienation mediates the relationship between work-

place ostracism and employee silence.

Regression analysis demonstrates how work alienation and workplace ostracism

are linked. The coefficient ((β=.14) indicates a positive connection between the

two variables. Furthermore, this correlation has a p-value of 0.00, indicating that

the relationship is significant.Given that the upper and lower limits go in the same

direction, thus the results support the acceptance of hypothesis 2.

Table 4.4: Direct and Indirect Effect

Direct Effect B S.E P LLCI ULCI

WPO → ES 0.54 0.05 0.00 0.44 0.64

Indirect Effect

WPO→ WA→ ES 0.14 0.03 0.08 0.21



Result and Analysis 60

4.5 Moderation Analysis

Hypothesis 3: Self-efficacy moderates the relationship between workplace ostracism

and employee silence. In such a way that this proposed relationship will be weaker

when self-efficacy is high and will be stronger when self-efficacy is low.

Table 4.5: Moderation Effect

Moderation Variable : PS B S.E LLCI ULCI

Int-1 WPO * SE 0.12 0.03 0.06 0.19

The findings indicate that there is a stronger relationship between workplace os-

tracism and employee silence when there is self-efficacy. The direction of the

moderating effect of self-efficacy does not correspond to the hypothesis proposed

in literature. Int1’s coefficient is 0.12. According to the positive coefficient (B =

0.12), the positive association between WPO and ES strengthens as SE increases.

This shows that increased SE levels will strengthen the link between WPO and

ES, which contradicts the literature’s claim. Because zero does not fall within the

confidence interval (0.06 to 0.19), the moderation impact of self-efficacy (SE) is

statistically significant.

This implies that SE considerably moderates the relationship between workplace

ostracism (WPO) and employee silence (ES), but in the opposite way as pre-

dicted by the hypothesis. This shows that increased SE can strengthen rather

than weaken the relationship between WPO and ES. The positive coefficient con-

tradicts the hypothesis’s predicted direction, despite the fact that the moderating

effect is statistically significant. SE appears to strengthen rather than weaken the

relationship.

4.6 Summary of Hypothesis

This is a detailed synopsis of the hypothesis based on statistical findings from

the research data. This overview supports the accepted hypothesis. All of the

suggested relationships were shown to be valid and true by the analysis except

H3.
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Table 4.6: Summary of Hypothesis

Hyp. Statement Results

H1 Workplace ostracism has a significant and positive effect

on employee silence.

Accepted

H2 Work alienation mediates the relationship between

workplace ostracism and employee silence.

Accepted

H3 Self-efficacy moderates the relationship between work-

place ostracism and employee silence. In such a way

that this proposed relationship will be weaker when self-

efficacy is high and will be stronger when self-efficacy is

low.

Not Sup-

ported



Chapter 5

Discussion and Conclusion

5.1 Discussion

This chapter is broken up into three main sections: the first looks at the results

of the hypotheses; the second looks at their theoretical and practical implications;

and the third looks at the study’s limitations and makes recommendations for more

research. Every one of the three tested hypotheses turned out to be accurate. In

the first section, we will discuss the key findings from our investigation, offering

a comprehensive analysis of the validated theories and their applicability to the

body of existing knowledge. In addition to emphasizing the contributions our

study made to the ongoing scholarly discourse, this analysis examines how our

findings confirm or refute established theories. By talking about these aspects, we

intend to provide a more thorough understanding of the study’s importance and

the broader framework within.

5.1.1 Discussion of H1

The purpose of this study was to investigate the association between workplace

ostracism and employee silence. The results strongly support Hypothesis 1, which

states that workplace ostracism is positively associated with employee silence.

This finding is consistent with prior research, which has demonstrated that social

exclusion in the workplace leads to employees suppressing their thoughts, ideas, or
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worries (Ferris et al., 2008; L. Z. Wu et al., 2012). When employees feel ostracized,

they are more prone to remain silent as a self-protective measure to avoid more

social rejection or negative consequences.

The study’s findings add to the expanding body of literature that shows the nega-

tive implications of ostracism in organizational contexts. Being ignored or excluded

by coworkers or supervisors depletes psychological resources such as self-esteem,

sense of belonging, and control, all of which are necessary for open communication

and psychological safety at work.

The results are easily explained by the Conservation of Resources (COR) theory

(Hobfoll, 1989), which holds that people try to gain, keep, and defend their valu-

able resources. Employees who are subjected to ostracism lose resources and are

more prone to participate in silence as a protective technique to avoid more losses.

The latest findings build on previous studies by demonstrating how the threat

of future social rejection or marginalization can deter employees from expressing

their ideas or raising concerns. In this scenario, silence becomes a coping mech-

anism—not because employees have nothing to give, but because they believe

speaking up will result in extra resource loss. This is consistent with prior re-

search indicating that silence is frequently a deliberate and intentional response

used to protect oneself from psychological injury (Van Dyne et al., 2003; Morrison,

2014).

Furthermore, these findings highlight the need of businesses actively monitoring

and addressing cases of workplace ostracism. When exclusionary behavior con-

tinues unchecked or untreated, it can create a culture of fear and withdrawal,

suffocating employee voice, innovation, and participation.

To counteract the effects of social exclusion, organizations must create inclusive

workplaces that recognize all employees’ contributions and build support mecha-

nisms. In conclusion, this study contributes to our theoretical and practical under-

standing of the detrimental consequences of workplace ostracism. By proving its

positive association with employee silence and situating it within the COR frame-

work, the findings provide a solid explanation for how and why socially excluded

employees may avoid open communication in the workplace.
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5.1.2 Discussion of H2

The outcomes of this study confirm Hypothesis 2, which states that work alienation

considerably mediates the relationship between workplace ostracism and employee

silence. This finding emphasizes the importance of work alienation as a psycholog-

ical mechanism for expressing the negative impacts of social exclusion in employee

communication behavior. In other words, workplace ostracism causes employees

to feel more alienated at work, which pushes them to keep silent.

Work alienation refers to an employee’s psychological detachment and sense of

estrangement from their job, which is frequently accompanied by emotions of

meaninglessness, powerlessness, and social isolation (Nair & Vohra, 2010). When

employees believe they are being neglected, excluded, or devalued by their cowork-

ers or superiors, they may begin to question the importance of their positions, feel

alienated from organizational goals, and lose a sense of autonomy in the work-

place. Internal disengagement reduces their motivation to give ideas, raise issues,

and participate in workplace communication.

The mediating role of work alienation is grounded in the (COR) theory (Hobfoll,

1989), which suggests that individuals strive to preserve their finite personal and

psychological resources. Workplace ostracism poses a threat to an individual’s

social resources, including belonging, esteem, and control. As these resources are

drained as a result of exclusionary events, employees may become mentally disen-

gaged from their work in order to protect themselves, resulting in alienation. Em-

ployees who are alienated are more likely to remain silent in order to conserve their

remaining energy and avoid potential confrontations or social injury. Previous re-

search has found that employees who experience high degrees of work alienation

are less likely to engage in proactive or communicative actions (Sarros, Tanewski,

Winter, Santora, & Densten, 2002). Alienated employees frequently withdraw

emotionally and behaviorally, preferring silence over involvement. Thus, work

alienation serves as a psychological bridge between the experience of ostracism

and the outcome of silence. This indirect approach demonstrates how profound

the influence of social exclusion can be—not just on surface-level sentiments, but

also on fundamental characteristics of worker involvement and communication.
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These findings highlight the need for employers to pay special attention to subtle

forms of exclusion and its cascade impact on employee behavior. Interventions tar-

geted at minimizing workplace ostracism and promoting inclusion may not only

reduce alienation, but also encourage employees to communicate more openly.

Furthermore, fostering meaningful work, giving employees a sense of control, and

confirming their importance inside the organization can all help to prevent work

alienation.

In conclusion, this study improves our knowledge of the ostracism-silence relation-

ship by pinpointing work alienation as a critical mediating element. The findings

are consistent with COR theory, providing a theoretical underpinning for how

ostracism causes resource depletion, which leads to disengagement and, finally,

silence. Addressing the underlying sentiments of alienation can be an important

step toward developing healthier, more communicative, and inclusive workplaces.

5.1.3 Discussion of H3

Hypothesis 3 hypothesized that self-efficacy would moderate the relationship be-

tween workplace ostracism and employee silence, with higher levels of self-efficacy

weakening the favorable association. However, this idea was not proven. Sur-

prisingly, the moderating effect reversed, demonstrating that employee silence in-

creased among those who reported higher levels of self-efficacy when facing work-

place ostracism.

This unexpected outcome may be explained by several factors. First, individuals

with high self-efficacy may believe they can handle problems on their own without

seeking help or speaking up. As a result, they might choose silence not because

they feel helpless, but because they prefer to manage the situation independently.

In this way, silence becomes a self-managed coping strategy rather than a result

of fear or weakness.

Second, high self-efficacy individuals when faced with ostracism, may become more

disengaged. Because they are secure in their own strengths and skills, they may

regard the ostracizing atmosphere as unworthy of their time and effort. Rather of

attempting to re-engage or remedy the problem by speaking up, they may remain
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mute and emotionally detached, especially if they believe their efforts will not be

respected or recognized.

Third, it is also possible that self-efficacy alone is not enough to overcome the

negative emotional impact of the WO. When employees are excluded or ignored,

it creates a strong emotional reaction such as hurt, frustration, or confusion. Even

highly self-efficacious individuals may feel discouraged or demotivated, leading

them to remain silent rather than confronting the issue—especially if they perceive

that speaking up may worsen their situation or cause further rejection.

The study’s unanticipated finding was that self-efficacy did not significantly reduce

the favorable link between the WO and ES. This finding is consistent with pre-

vious research, which suggests that in some situations, self-efficacy may not serve

only as a protective factor. For example, Y. Xu, Yang, Yan, Li, and Zhang (2022)

discovered that people with high self-efficacy under stress may continue to use

maladaptive coping mechanisms, worsening rather than mitigating poor results.

Similarly, Lee and Ashforth (2023) found that when confronted with interpersonal

abuse, people with strong self-beliefs may internalize more responsibility for resolv-

ing conflicts, increasing emotional weariness and defensive actions such as silence.

Furthermore, similar with the Conservation of Resources (COR) theory (Hobfoll

et al., 2018), when employees face major resource threats such as ostracism, they

may become highly defensive, conserving emotional energy by remaining silent,

regardless of personal efficacy beliefs. Furthermore, recent research suggests that

self-efficacy is more effective in task-related domains than in social relational risks

(Ng & Feldman, 2015), which could explain why it did not significantly attenuate

the ostracism-silence relationship in this study.

In addition, cultural factors may have influenced the findings. In collectivist cul-

tures like Pakistan, silence is often used as a way to avoid conflict, maintain group

harmony, or show respect to authority. Even confident individuals may choose to

stay silent to avoid creating further tension, especially if they feel that their voice

will not be welcomed or appreciated in a hierarchical environment. Finally, the

expected buffering effect of self-efficacy may not have been seen due to sample

constraints. For example, the range of self-efficacy levels may not have been broad

enough, or most participants may have scored similarly, limiting the potential to
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discover actual moderating effects. Furthermore, unmeasured characteristics such

as workplace culture, fear of reprisal, or a lack of support systems may have had

a greater impact on silence than self-efficacy.

Overall, while the hypothesis was not validated, the findings indicate that the

relationship between self-efficacy and employee silence in reaction to workplace

ostracism is more complex than anticipated. Future research should go deeper

into this association, maybe adding additional psychological or contextual elements

that determine whether employees choose to speak up or remain silent in the face

of exclusion.

5.2 Research Implications

5.2.1 Theoretical Implications

This study adds to the expanding literature by illuminating the behavioral and

psychological effects of workplace ostracism (WO), especially in the educational

field. This study contributes to the limited literature in academic institutions

by experimentally investigating the association between workplace ostracism and

employee silence. Consistent with prior findings, the study supports the idea that

WO has a large and favorable impact on employee silence, emphasizing the critical

consequences of social exclusion in professional settings.

Furthermore, this study contributes to theoretical understanding by proposing

work alienation as a mediator factor between WO and employee silence. Although

previous research has examined the negative impacts of work alienation on per-

formance, well-being, and health (Amarat et al., 2019; Chiaburu, Thundiyil, &

Wang, 2014; Jiang & Zhang, 2021), the specific impact on employee silence is un-

known. The current findings imply that employees who are ostracized feel alien-

ated from their work, which causes them to suppress information and disengage

from workplace reform activities. This contributes to theoretical understanding by

demonstrating how work alienation not only affects individual motivation but also

prevents constructive employee actions that are critical for organizational learning

and growth.
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The study identifies the ”black box” that connects workplace ostracism to em-

ployee silence using the Conservation of Resources (COR) theory. Using the no-

tion of resource loss spirals (Halbesleben et al., 2014; Wright & Hobfoll, 2004), the

study demonstrates how ostracism depletes individuals’ psychological resources,

resulting in feelings of alienation and subsequent silence. In such cases, employees

may withdraw not just from individuals who alienated them, but also from the

larger team and organization. Furthermore, the findings show how work alienation

impedes the achievement of organizational learning and growth goals, especially in

areas such as education, where participation and communication are critical This

study adds theoretical depth to the current literature on the function of job alien-

ation in determining employees’ responses to exclusion by establishing its negative

influence on silence practices.

Another significant theoretical contribution is the use of self-efficacy as a moderat-

ing variable in the relationship between workplace ostracism and employee silence.

While earlier research has suggested that high self-efficacy improves coping and re-

silience (Schwarzer, Bäßler, Kwiatek, Schröder, & Zhang, 1997; Cicognani, 2011),

the current study found an unexpected opposite effect: employees with high self-

efficacy were more likely to remain silent when ostracized.

This paradoxical finding opens up new options for theory development, implying

that personal resources such as self-efficacy may not always serve as protective

buffer. Individuals with strong self-efficacy may prefer to manage disputes pri-

vately or disengage from surroundings that they believe to be immutable or un-

worthy of their efforts. This unexpected finding adds new insights to the literature

by questioning the notion that self-efficacy always minimizes negative consequences

Sarwar et al. (2019).

Furthermore, the results highlight the importance of cultural characteristics like

power distance. The observed tendency of employees to remain silent in the face of

ostracism, particularly in a high power distance culture such as Pakistan, demon-

strates that hierarchical norms may hinder open communication and challenge to

authority leaders S. Khalid et al. (2024). This means that cultural environment has

a significant impact on the effectiveness of personal resources such as self-efficacy

and should be carefully incorporated in future theoretical models.
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Finally, the study contributes to the theoretical literature by using a sample of

teachers working in educational institutions, which is frequently underrepresented

in organizational behavior research. Teachers play an important role in youth

development, and knowing how workplace variables influence their willingness to

speak up is critical to creating healthier educational settings. By focusing on

this demographic, the study broadens the scope of theories about workplace os-

tracism, silence, and personal resource management. In conclusion, this study

offers important theoretical insights by highlighting the mechanisms and contex-

tual factors that influence workplace ostracism, with a focus on the mediating

role of work alienation, the unexpected moderating role of self-efficacy, and the

influence of cultural norms.

5.2.2 Practical Implications

The results of this study have meaningful practical implications for organizations

seeking to promote inclusive, psychologically safe, and productive work environ-

ments. Workplace ostracism has been demonstrated to have a substantial impact

on employee silence, so organizations must actively implement human resource

strategies that prevent employee exclusion. One such strategy involves leadership

playing a critical role in reducing employee quiet. Leaders that set clear goals,

encourage open communication, and develop a supportive environment can as-

sist marginalized employees feel secure to express their problems and challenges

(Christensen-Salem et al., 2021). Given the human desire to belong, organiza-

tional exclusion—whether through social comparison or silent treatment—can be

more psychologically devastating than more overt types of mistreatment (Williams,

2009; L. Z. Wu et al., 2012). Employee silence can impede organizational learning

and development. Furthermore, people who feel alienated at work may engage

in deviant conduct and perform poorly (Shantz et al., 2015). To combat this,

managers can actively involve employees in decision-making processes and task

arrangements, since this participation helps alleviate feelings of powerlessness and

estrangement created by ostracism. Because workplace ostracism can quietly harm

organizational health, leaders should prioritize building an inclusive and courteous

culture in which all employees feel seen and valued. Clear anti-ostracism policies,
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backed by continuous communication and behavioral norms, can assist prevent

social exclusion from becoming the norm. Regular team-building exercises, inclu-

sive leadership approaches, and open communication channels can help to tear

down barriers and promote open engagement. Managers should also be trained

to recognize early indicators of exclusion, such as retreat or changes in team dy-

namics, and address them before they progress into more serious concerns like job

alienation or employee silence.

Employee silence is typically motivated by the notion that speaking up would not

result in substantial change. To address this, firms should implement responsive

feedback methods in which employee input is not only solicited but also clearly

acted upon. Creating safe spaces, such as anonymous idea platforms, regular

listening sessions, or debate circles, can convince employees that their opinions are

valued. More significantly, when employees see their comments influence choices

or improve working procedures, it fosters a culture of trust and openness. Such

intentional participation reduces silence, improves organizational learning, and

promotes a healthier, more collaborative workplace.

Furthermore, it is critical to support the psychological wellness of employees. To

help employees cope with the emotional implications of ostracism and alienation,

organizations should implement mindfulness programs, stress and emotion man-

agement seminars, and provide access to professional counseling. Employee self-

awareness is also important since it increases psychological capital, such as self-

efficacy and resilience (Huising, 2019; Bhatnagar & Aggarwal, 2020). Employees

who practice self-awareness are better able to recognize early indicators of alien-

ation and take proactive measures to protect their mental health.

To stay ahead of workplace alienation issues, businesses should engage in ongo-

ing leadership development programs that teach managers to spot early signs of

alienation and silence.

Given the strong correlation between employee silence and perceptions of justice

and safety, employers should strive to create a supportive, inclusive, and equal

atmosphere. Interpersonal training programs, like as conflict resolution and com-

munication skills courses, can help employees better manage exclusionary circum-

stances. Furthermore, to guarantee that workplace ostracism is not overlooked or
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ignored, employers should create anonymous and easily accessible ways for report-

ing unfavorable interpersonal behaviors.

Finally, building a culture of inclusiveness and communication transparency is

critical. Organizations that value trust and transparency not only boost the

employee-employer relationship, but also improve interpersonal trust among col-

leagues (Whitener et al., 1998). Overall, this study emphasizes the importance of

proactive organizational strategies in combating workplace ostracism and creating

a culture in which employees feel seen, heard, and valued.

5.3 Limitations

This study, like all research, has limitations that should be addressed in order to

guide future inquiry.

First, due to the cross-sectional nature of the data, causal relationships between

workplace ostracism, work alienation, and employee silence cannot be conclusively

proven.

Second, the data was gathered just from respondents in Pakistan, which may

restrict the findings’ generalizability to other cultural or economic settings. Ex-

ploring these links across developing and industrialized countries would aid in

determining the consistency of these trends in various organizational and societal

settings.

Third, the study does not take into account organizational elements such as lead-

ership style, communication climate, or human resource procedures, which may

influence the level of ostracism and alienation experienced by employees. Including

such contextual variables in future models may provide a more complete picture

of the organizational ecology that influences employee behavior.

Fourth, employee silence has often been conceptualized as a relatively stable be-

havior, but recent findings suggest it may fluctuate depending on daily experiences

(Knoll, Hall, & Weigelt, 2019). This points to the need for within-person designs,

such as diary studies or experience sampling methods, to examine how silence

evolves over time and in response to contextual changes.
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Fifth, there is also a scarcity of empirical research exploring strategies to mitigate

employees’ perceptions of work alienation. Future studies should investigate prac-

tical interventions aimed at reducing feelings of powerlessness, meaninglessness,

and isolation in the workplace.

Sixth,the study relied on self-report questionnaires to collect data for all variables,

which can lead to common method bias. Despite using well-established scales and

maintaining respondent anonymity to reduce social desirability bias, the potential

for inflated associations due to shared method variance cannot be entirely dis-

missed. Finally, the small sample size used in this study raises the likelihood of

sampling error, which may reduce the statistical power of the analysis.

5.4 Future Direction

This study lays the groundwork for understanding how workplace ostracism con-

tributes to employee silence and work alienation; nevertheless, further research

is needed in various areas. First, future studies should use longitudinal or ex-

perimental study designs to investigate how the experience of ostracism and its

psychological consequences change over time. Such methods can aid in identi-

fying temporal patterns and causal mechanisms that cross-sectional designs can

not readily capture.Second, future researchers should look into how workplace os-

tracism affects people outside of their organization. As previous study has shown,

the emotional pressure generated by ostracism can spill over into personal areas

such as family life, possibly impacting work-life balance and general health. Inves-

tigating these cross-domain repercussions would provide a more complete picture

of ostracism’s overall impact.

Third, the mediation mechanisms between workplace ostracism and employee si-

lence deserve further investigation. Emotions such as anxiety, fear, frustration,

or anger may be important psychological mechanisms through which ostracism

influences silence behavior. Testing these emotion-based mediators can help to

strengthen the theoretical framework and identify specific areas for intervention.

Fourth, future studies could widen the research environment by collecting data

from a variety of industries and occupational categories, such as highly skilled
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workers in manufacturing or service sectors. This would improve the findings’

generalizability and assist understand how industry-specific norms and expecta-

tions influence the ostracism-silence dynamic.

Fifth, differences in power distance, collectivism, and communication norms may

affect how ostracism and silence are perceived and communicated. Cross-cultural

comparative research would thus be useful for determining the generalizability of

present findings across various cultural and national contexts.

Sixth, as firms increasingly adopt hybrid or remote work models, it is critical

to investigate how virtual forms of exclusion or isolation influence employee feel-

ings of alienation and silence. Future study should look into whether digital os-

tracism—such as being excluded from virtual meetings or group chats—has the

same psychological consequences as face-to-face ostracism, and how these dynam-

ics might be addressed in changing work contexts.

By furthering research in these areas, scholars can contribute to a more thorough

knowledge of the conditions under which workplace ostracism leads to negative

employee outcomes, as well as how organizations might prevent such processes

from taking place.

5.5 Conclusion

This research aimed to explore the processes through which workplace ostracism

contributes to employee silence, focusing specifically on the mediating role of work

alienation and the moderating role of self-efficacy. The study is anchored in the

(COR) theory, and the research sought to clarify how psychological resource deple-

tion explains employees’ withdrawal behaviors in reaction to workplace exclusion.

The study found a statistically significant positive association between workplace

ostracism and employee silence, implying that employees who feel ignored or ex-

cluded are more inclined to conceal their views, criticism, and suggestions. Fur-

thermore, work alienation was discovered to strongly mitigate this link, indicating

that ostracized people frequently experience a psychological detachment from their

jobs, which contributes to their silence. These findings underscore the importance
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of psychological elements in molding employees’ behavioral responses to abuse in

corporate contexts. Unlike predictions, the moderating role of self-efficacy was

not validated. Surprisingly, rather than diminishing the link between workplace

ostracism and employee silence, higher levels of self-efficacy tended to exacerbate

it. This shows that those with high self-esteem are more sensitive to violations of

their social standards and, when confronted with exclusion, may withdraw more.

This unexpected result emphasizes the complexities of psychological resources and

implies that self-efficacy may not always play a protective function in stressful em-

ployment situations.

These findings have important implications for organizations. Employers must ac-

knowledge the detrimental effects of workplace ostracism and emphasize inclusive,

communicative settings. Addressing early indicators of job alienation through sup-

portive leadership, fair treatment, and open discussion can reduce the likelihood

of employee quiet and its negative influence on organizational performance. Al-

though self-efficacy is commonly regarded as a positive attribute, its relationship

with social exclusion warrants further investigation.
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CAPITAL UNIVERSITY OF SCIENCE & TECHNOLOGY

ISLAMABAD

Questionnaire

Dear Respondent,

I am a student of MS (Management Sciences) and currently engaged in research

on the topic of “Employee Silence”. I kindly request you to take a few minutes

from your busy schedule to complete the questionnaire below. It will take approx-

imately 10–15 minutes. Your responses will be kept completely confidential and

anonymous. If you’re interested in the research findings or have any questions,

please feel free to contact me.

Your time and input are greatly appreciated.

Regards,

Ayesha Nawaz

MS Research Scholar

Email: nawazayesha129@gmail.com
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Appendix  

Section I  

Demographic Questions 

Gender: 

Male  Female 

0 1 

 

Age: 

20-25 26-30 31-35 36-40 41-45 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

Education: 

Bachelor’s Masters PhD 

1 2 3 

 

Experience: 

0-5 6-11 12-17 18 & above 

1 2 3 4 

 

Scale: Responses to each item are measured on a seven-point scale as:  

(1) Strongly disagree, (2) disagree, (3) Somewhat disagree, (4) Neutral, (5) Somewhat agree 

(6) Agree (7) Strongly agree 
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Employee Silence 

 

 # Items 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 I remained silent at work because I would 

not have found a sympathetic ear, anyway. 
    

  
 

2 I remained silent at work because nothing 

would have changed, anyway. 
    

  
 

3 I remained silent at work because my 

superiors are not open to proposals, concerns, 

or the like. 

    

  

 

4 I remained silent at work because of fear of 

negative consequences. 
    

  
 

5 I remained silent at work to not make me 

vulnerable in the face of colleagues or 

superiors. 

    

  

 

6 I remained silent at work because I feared 

there would be disadvantages from speaking 

up. 

    

  

 

7 I remained silent at work because I did not 

want to embarrass others. 
    

  
 

8 I remained silent at work because I did not 

want to hurt the feelings of colleagues or 

superiors. 

    

  

 

9 I remained silent at work because I did not 

want others to get into trouble. 
    

  
 

10 I remained silent at work because that would 

have led to avoidable additional work. 
    

  
 

11 I remained silent at work because of concerns 

that others could take an advantage of my 

ideas. 

    

  

 

12 I remained silent at work to not give away my 

knowledge advantage. 
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Workplace Ostracism 

 

Work Alienation 

 # Items 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 Others ignored you at work.         

2 Others left the area when you entered.         

3 Your greetings have gone unanswered 

at work.  
    

  
 

 

4 

You involuntarily sat alone in a 

crowded lunchroom at work. 
    

  
 

5 Others avoided you at work.         

6 You noticed others would not look at 

you at work.  
    

  
 

7 Others at work shut you out of the 

conversation.  
    

  
 

8 Others refused to talk to you at work.         

9 Others at work treated you as if you 

weren’t there. 
    

  
 

10 Others at work did not invite you or ask 

you if you wanted anything when they 

went out for a coffee break. 

    

  

 

 # Items 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 I do not enjoy my work.        

2 Facing my daily tasks is a painful and 

boring experience. 
    

  
 

3 Work to me is more like a chore or 

burden. 
    

  
 

 

4 

I feel estranged / disconnected from 

myself . 
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Self-Efficacy 

 

 

5 I often wish I were doing something 

else. 
    

  
 

6 Over the years I have become 

disillusioned about my work. 
    

  
 

7 I do not feel like putting in my best 

effort at work. 
    

  
 

8 I do not feel connected to the events in 

my workplace. 
    

  
 

 # Items 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 I will be able to achieve most of the 

goals that I have set for myself.  
    

  
 

2 When facing difficult tasks, I am 

certain that I will accomplish them. 
    

  
 

3 In general, I think that I can obtain 

outcomes that are important to me.  
    

  
 

 

4 

I believe I can succeed at most any 

endeavor to which I set my mind.  
    

  
 

5 I will be able to successfully overcome 

many challenges. 
    

  
 

6 I am confident that I can perform 

effectively on many different tasks.  
    

  
 

7 Compared to other people, I can do 

most tasks very well.  
    

  
 

8 I do not feel connected to the events in 

my workplace 
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